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Summary
In a brief history of parapsychology the meaning of the term ESP, 
some of the evidence for its existence and its importance to 
psychology are discussed. The traditional view, that ESP is a 
form of perception is seen to be untenable and an alternative, that 
it is more like memory, is considered. Memory theories of ESP, 
and the evidence linking the two processes are discussed and a 
programme of research to test these models of ESP outlined.
The first part of the research included 3 types of experiment;,* ,
(1) investigating the types of errors or confusions made in ESP
(2) varying the kind of target material used, and (3) testing 
correlations between ESP and memory ability. In none of these 
experiments was evidence of ESP obtained. It was therefore 
impossible to test specific hypotheses about the nature of ESP. 
Further analyses failed to detect position or variance effects in 
the data and no relationship to certain subject variables was found.
Further experiments were designed to eliminate possible weaknesses 
in the previous ones and to explore different methods for eliciting 
ESP. Young children were used as subjects, subjects were 
trained in relaxation and imagery, tested for ESP in the ganzfeld 
and three experiments investigated the Tarot. None of these 
methods successfully improved ESP scoring.
It was concluded that the chance hypothesis best accounted for the 
data obtained. Two possibilities were discussed (1) that ESP does 
occur in certain circumstances but did not occur here because of 
adverse conditions, subjects, experimenter or whatever.
(2) that ESP does not ever occur and the results of experiments 
claiming to provide evidence for ESP have to be explained some 
other way. The implications of each view, and the research to 
which each might lead are considered.
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P A R T  1 INTRODUCTION
C H A P T E R  1
AN INTRODUCTION TO PARAPSYCHOLOGY
Extrasensory perception (ESP) is potentially of profound importance 
for psychology and other sciences because it appears to conflict with 
their underlying principles. For this reason it may be tempting to 
dismiss any evidence suggestive of para normal phenomena and yet 
the quantity of such evidence is large and increasing. There seems 
to be a stalemate between the protagonists of ESP, and others who 
either actively disbelieve, or simply ignore them. In view of this 
situation, the large amount of evidence and its potential significance,
ESP deserves further investigation.
But first we must ask a number of questions. What is ESP ? Why is it 
potentially Important for psychology ? Just how compelling is the 
evidence for it ? These questions, particularly the last, are not at 
all easy to answer but a brief history of parapsychology may at least 
provide a starting point.
I f parapsychology is taken to mean the experimental study of 
paranormal phenomena then its history can be traced back to seventeenth 
century scholars such as Joseph Glanville or Matthew Poole who 
encouraged the *registring of illustrious providences* (Gauld 1978) 
or to Francis Bacon who, in 1647, urged experimentation on *consort, 
monitory^ touching transmissions of spirits and forces of imagination*. 
However, the greatest impetus to experimental investigation was 
given by the widespread phenomena proliferating with the rise of 
spiritualism in the materialistic days of the latter half of the last 
century. What began with two sisters rapping with a *spirit* in a tiny 
house in New York State in 1848 had, within thirty years, become a 
craze throughout America and Europe. Members of high society were 
to be found holding hands in darkened circles, hearing spirit voices, 
being touched by spirit hands, deciphering messages from tapping 
tables and, later, being photographed with their loved ones from 
*the other side*. These blatant phenomena could not pass the notice 
of at least some scientists who naturally sought to establish the 
truth behind them.
U
Michael Faraday (1853) carried out an ingenious experiment which 
showed that the table used by one circle moved after the sitters' 
hands and did not pull them as they claimed. He convinced himself, 
and perhaps his readers, that there was nothing more to the table 
tapping than unconscious muscular action, suggesting that it was hard 
for the 'uninstructed mind' to tell in which direction it was pushing.
Sir W illiam Crookes, however, was not so easily convinced by 
such mundane explanations. One can see today the photograph he 
took of the fully materialised spirit body of 'Katie King', brought to 
perfect likeness through the mediums hip of Florence Cook (see e. g. 
Price 1939).
The beliefs or delusions of the early investigators of spiritualism may 
not seem to have much relevance to parapsychology today, but they 
do. Not only did their researches lead directly to the founding of the 
Society for Psychical Research, which has carried on its activities 
ever since, but some of the questions posed by these early psychical 
researchers have still not been answered. Were all the spiritualistic 
phenomena the result of fraud, delusion or malobservation ? Is there 
a need to postulate a new force, process or mechanism to account 
for such phenomena and if so of what kind, and how does it relate to 
the more familiar processes studied by physics, biology or psychology ? 
This thesis will, of necessity, be tackling the modern counterparts 
of these questions. It therefore seems appropriate to consider how 
they were first tackled and the problems that were faced.
In 1882 a group of Oxford and Cambridge scholars, against great 
opposition and scepticism,, founded the Society for Psychical Research
and determined its aims "  to examine without prejudice or
prepossession and in a scientific spirit those faculties of man, real 
or supposed, which appear to be inexplicable on any generally 
recognized hypothesis.11 These faculties included some which may 
surprise us today. For example the phenomena of trance and 
hypnotic states are now studied within psychology not psyfchical
12
research, but others are less surprising. These include 
apparitions and hauntings, clairvoyance and mediumistic 
phenomena, and Thought transference" later called "telepathy" 
by F. W. H. Myers.
Committees were formed, experiments and surveys were organised 
and the evidence began to accumulate. A study of apparitions was 
published as "Phantasms of the living" in 1886 (Gurney, Myers and 
Podmore 1886) and in a mammoth survey of waking hallucinations, 
Sidgwick (1894) found that veridical hallucinations, for example 
those coinciding with a death or other such event, occurred far 
more often than would be expected by chance. Experiments on the 
transmission of drawings, or the guessing of playing cards began to 
show evidence for thought transference (e. g. Barrett, Gurney and 
Myers 1882), and Charles Richet (1884) and Edgeworth (1885) 
suggested how statistics could be used to evaluate the results. 
Mediums were investigated, controlled conditions devised for 
testing them and all the apparatus that physics could provide was 
enlisted to record and photograph the phenomena.
Of most interest here are the kinds of conclusions which were 
drawn from the findings. Of course the vast majority of nineteenth 
century scientists were unconvinced that there was any need for 
any new hypotheses to account for them, but those involved 
worked on two basic hypotheses. F irstly  they believed in thought 
transference, or telepathy, that is the transfer of information 
from one mind to another. Secondly they believed, or many of them 
did, in the survival of the human personality after physical death 
and the ability of that personality in spirit form to intervene in 
worldly affairs.
It was suggested that there might be some as yet undiscovered 
force which accounted for telepathy, but this was rather assumed 
to act only between two minds. The possibility of gaining information
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directly from objects or physical evehts was barely considered 
and the idea that living people might exert the sort of force 
necessary to move tables or to create sound by other than normal 
means was not given serious consideration until later. On the 
whole, when such phenomena occurred, they were attributed to 
the actions of the dead.
Interestingly few experiments were performed at that time to test 
any of these assumptions. For all the many experiments on thought 
transference there was none in which a subject attempted to guess 
something not known to any living person, such as the order of a 
concealed pack of cards, or one in which future or past events were 
guessed. Nor were there any experiments on what would now be 
called psychokinesis. Telekinesis was thought to be an ability of 
spirits and was closely allied with possession (Myers 1903).
During the early part of this century work proceded on thought
transference and hallucinations and studies of mediums hip.
However, as work progressed statistical methods were gradually
adopted and experimental techniques improved. Notable experiments
of this- period include those by J. E. Coover who was supported by 
University
Stanford]/to carry out tests of telepathy. He used playing cards and 
obtained results that he thought unconvincing (Coover 1917) but with 
odds of 160 to 1 against their being due to chance others have since 
disagreed with the conclusions he drew. The work of Brugmans in 
Groningen (Brugmans 1921) provided powerful evidence for an extra­
chance effect when a psychic subject tried to pick out one of 48 
squares determined by the experimenter sitting above and watching 
through a window in the ceiling. But although the results were 
positive, questions have since arisen about the randomness of the 
selection procedure, the possibility of feedback to the subject and 
motivated recording errors.
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Gradually research became more sophisticated, but the great change 
came only in 1927 when J, B. and Louisa Rhine established a 
laboratory at Duke University in Durham, North Carolina. With 
the aid of William McDougall they tried to found a new science. In 
their attempt to make their studies more acceptable to scientists 
they adopted the name ’parapsychology' instead of psychical research 
and began to study 'extrasensory perception' rather than 'thought 
transference'. They laid down definitions for these terms which 
are still used today. ESP was defined as the "experience of, or 
response to, a target object, state, event, or influence without 
sensory contact". Other terms were defined operationally. The 
Rhines used special cards originally called Zener cards after their 
designer, but the adverse publicity caused him to withdraw his name 
from them and thereafter they were simply called ESP cards. A pack 
consists of 25 cards, 5 each of the five designs star, wavy lines, 
square, circle and cross. Various testing methods were devised. 
Telepathy tests involved an agent who looked at cards one by one and 
a percipient who guessed up through or down through the order of a 
concealed pack of cards. When results not reasonably attributable 
to chance were obtained then telepathy or clairvoyance were said to 
have occurred.
With these and other methods the results achieved in studies involving 
long series of trials were quite definite. Subjects were able to 
guess the right symbol more often than would be expected, with 
astronomical odds against the effect being due to chance alone. The 
results of these early experiments were published in a book "Extra­
sensory perception" (Rhine 1934) which caused a furore among 
psychologists. Many of these clearly believed that the results were 
the spurious results of poor experimentation and wished the research 
to be stopped immediately. This response was just one example of 
many similar arguments in a debate which?still continues today.
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The debate began with relatively simple issues. In the early days 
there were serious problems with the methods used and these render 
some of the earliest findings of little value, but these problems were 
quite soon resolved. The symbols on some packs of cards could be 
read from the backs (Kennedy 1938), a defect which was rapidly 
eliminated by screening the cards from the percipient. Unconscious 
whispering and minimal visual cues were then eliminated by carefully 
separating agent and percipient. Problems with motivated recording 
errors were resolved by using checkers and recorders who were blind 
to the correct answers and the dangers of optional stopping and 
selective reporting o f results were soon recognised. The final criticism  
to be levelled at this work was that the statistics were faulty, but 
such arguments were silenced by the well known statement of the 
American Institute of Mathematical Statistics in 1937 (see Rhine 1976).
This declared that the analyses used in the Rhines" investigations 
were essentially valid and that " If the Rhine investigation is to be fairly 
attacked it must be on other than mathematical grounds".
A ll this criticism  can be seen as being very helpful for the new 
parapsychology. It was not many years before the methods were well 
re fi ned and all the most obvious holds for the sceptic removed fcr good. 
Later sceptics, and there were many, had to use much more sophisticated 
criticisms and very different arguments to question the validity of the 
evidence for ESP, (see Chapter 14).
As the more obvious methodological problems were being eliminated 
various important findings were made, many of which were published 
in the Journal of Parapsychology, founded in 1937. F irstly  it was found 
that the results were essentially the same whether a clairvoyance or a 
telepathy paradigm was being used. This effectively overrode the English 
tendency to investigate only thought transference and led to the suggestion 
that clairvoyance and telepathy were both aspects of one process,. Indeed 
it was much argued whether there could be tests of either pure clairvoyance
or pure telepathy. Tests of both were attempted (see Thouless 1972) 
but in the usual telepathy paradigm it is not possible to say which 
process, if they are distinct, is occurring and therefore experiments 
of this kind are now usually referred to as GESP or general extra­
sensory perception.'
A more startling discovery was perhaps that of psychokinesis (PK).
A gambler's claims to be able to affect the ro ll of a die prompted 
Rhine to begin experiments in dice throwing. Here again many 
methodological problems had to be ironed out but soon experiments 
in which subjects tried to influence the fall of mechanically tumbled 
dice showed results well beyond chance expectation. It was then 
argued that the subjects were using some paran ormal ability to 
influence events without muscular contact. This phenomenon was 
termed psychokinesis in preference to the older, and perhaps more 
accurate, term 'telekinesis.
Finally, in view of the many anecdotal stories of human ability to 
predict the future, experimental study of precognition was begun and 
it was found that subjects could, with better than chance accuracy, 
predict the order of a pack of cards which was only determined after 
the guesses had been made.
It was then acknowledged, at least by the growing numbers of 
parapsychologists, that there were four processes to be considered, 
telepathy, clairvoyance, precognition and psychokinesis, but there 
seemed to be little, other than the experimental procedures, to 
distinguish between them. Telepathy was not more effective than 
either clairvoyance or precognition and it was hard to say, in any 
particular case, which was occurring. For example, if extrachance 
scores were obtained in a GESP experiment many interpretations 
of the results were possible. The percipient could have 'read the 
agent's mind', he could have detected the order of the cards by 
clairvoyance, he could have precognised the answers as seen at the
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time of checking or the agent could have influenced the percipient's 
decision by using psychokinesis.
A sim ilar problem arises with the attempt to distinguish between 
the operation of precognition and PIC. If a subject, for example, 
correctly predicts the order of a pack of cards what is to say that 
he did not bring about this very order by the later use of PIC? Since 
logical and philosophical problems abound in the consideration of 
precognition, the PK account may be preferred. Therefore many 
attempts were made to detect pure precognition. These included 
the use of the 'weather cut' (Rhine 1977) which depends on figures 
published for temperature readings in a given newspaper on a 
given future day; the use of complex mathematical formulae for 
deriving future targets and the use of radioactive sources. But none 
of these could settle the issue conclusively. Perhaps the most 
persuasive evidence for precognition rather than PIC comes from 
the prediction of natural disasters such as that at Aberfan (Barker 1967) 
by large numbers of people who can hardly be accused of thinking up 
and willing the same disaster at the same time: .But.even in this 
example the PIC alternative remains a possibility.
Whatever the ultimate solution to these questions may be, it Was 
clear from very early in the development of parapsychology that 
it was not a simple process to distinguish between the different 
types of paranormal occurrence. The way was now clear for the 
suggestion that all were aspects of the same single paranormal 
process. Thouless and Wiesner (1947) called it 'psi'.
Some fifty or sixty years after the founding of the Society for Psychical 
Research the situation had therefore changed dramatically. The 
early theories about thought transference and communication with 
the dead had been replaced by the concept of the psi process which 
revealed itself in various different, but nonetheless related ways.
The old studies of mediums hip and mind reading had been replaced
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by laboratory studies of the new psi processes. A severe 
consequence of this new view was that the psi process could 
now be held responsible for any otherwise inexplicable event 
(a problem to which I shall return). No longer could certain 
phenomena be unquestionably attributed to the intervention of 
spirits. Indeed it became well nigh impossible to adduce any 
evidence at all for survival, reincarnation and the like, which 
could not equally well be attributed to the ubiquitous psi. The 
problems arising from this were recognised, but I believe 
underestimated, throughout the following decades.
Meanwhile, parapsychology had its new, ubiquitous process for 
investigation. Obviously many questions were asked about the 
nature of psi. Under what conditions does it occur ? Can anyone 
use it ? Does the relationship between the agent and percipient, 
or their distance apart make any difference, or the types of target ? 
What are the limitations of the process and can it be controlled, 
increased or varied ? A ll these, and many more questions were 
asked and attempts made to answer them experimentally.
It would be impossible here to summarise with any fairness the 
results of the work carried out in the fifty years since the Rhines 
began their research. Instead I shall pick on a few areas that I 
consider important in an attempt to show the kind of progress that 
was made.
Early workers tended to assume that specially gifted subjects were 
needed for ESP tests. The Rhines" approach, from the first, was to 
perform very large numbers of trials but to use unselected subjects.
Of course studies of gifted subjects have continued, for example 
Soal’s studies of Basil Shackleton (Soal and Bateman 1954), RyzTs 
study of Pavel Stepanek (e. g. Pratt 1973) and recent investigations 
of Uri Geller (Panati 1976) and Lalsingh Harribance (Morris et al 1972). 
However, gifted subjects who are willing to take part in prolonged
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tests are few and far between and on the whole parapsychology has 
centred on experiments with large numbeisof unselected subjects.
Using this approach much of the early work investigated simple 
physical variables. For example in the famous 'campus distance 
series ' it was found that the distance between Pearce, the subject, 
and Pratt, the experimenter and agent, did not seem to affect the 
scores. The results were highly significant at various distances 
(Rhine and Pratt 1954). Experiments using targets of varying sizes 
(Rhine, L. E. 1937) showed that a tiny target worked quite as well as 
a larger one. Subjects enclosed in electrically shielded rooms were 
apparently no less susceptible to suggestion at a distance (Vasiliev 
1976). These, and many other experiments, failed to find simple 
physical variables which affected the psi process. This led Rhine 
to conclude that "By the criteria of physics itself, psi had been 
shown to be non-physical" (Rhine 1977 p 37). Whether these studies 
show anything of the kind remains arguable. In many experiments 
physical variables were confounded with psychological ones. For 
example subjects might know that a long or short distance was 
involved and their expectations may have affected the outcome as 
much as the distance itself. Also many relevant variables were 
not systematically studied.
The theoretical issues underlying such experiments/have been 
discussed at great length in the literature, mainly because of their 
importance for theories of psi. Many so-called physical models 
of psi have been proposed although recently Beloff has argued that 
a physical model for psi is an absurdity (Beloff 1979). But whatever 
theoretical conclusions can be drawn from such experiments they 
at least showed that no simple physical barriers or limitations to 
psi could be demonstrated.
An important consequence of this is that simple controls for psi are 
also impossible. Since no barrier to psi has been found, and a
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combination of the various forms of psi can always be used to 
describe any otherwise inexplicable event, it is not possible to 
compare a condition in which psi can occur with one in which it 
cannot. This means that heavy reliance must be placed on 
statistics used to compare empirical results with chance 
expectations. It also means that specialised methods*, of analysis 
have had to be developed.
These difficulties were faced and great advances made in the types 
of analysis applied. Of course, measures of chance expectation 
and the probabilities of given deviations from it had been used 
since before the turn of the century, but with the development of 
parapsychology sophistication increased. Not only were more 
advanced statistical tests applied but analysis began to reveal 
patterns within runs of scores rather than simply detecting overall 
positive scoring. In some experiments scores well below mean 
chance expectation were obtained but it was soon recognised that 
deviations in either direction were equally significant. It was 
suggested that subjects may, on occasion, use their psi to avoid 
the target rather than hit it and the effect became known as psi- 
missing.
Another early discovery was the decline effect. Estabrooks (1927) 
found that scores in his card guessing experiments declined with 
time. It was subsequently confirmed that over the course of an 
experiment, especially a long one, scores often decline in this way.
Long terms declines can be remarkably persistent, the scoring of 
some gifted subjects falling permanently, but as well as long term 
effects declines within runs are found, sometimes with a terminal 
increase in scoring producing a U-shaped curve. Such effects are 
often attributed to changes in subjects' motivation with time. These 
effects can be seen as just one example of a range of position effects 
subsequently studied in some detail (Cadoret and Pratt 1950, Schmeidler . 
1944) and possibly indicating the relevance of fam iliar psychological 
processes to the appearance of psi.
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Another new kind of analysis developed from Whateley Carington"s 
discovery of the displacement effect (Carington 1940). He 
performed a long series of experiments during the war in which he 
hung a picture on his mantleptece every night while subjects all 
over England and abroad tried to reproduce them in drawings. 
Unexpectedly he found that subjects" drawings tended to resemble 
the target not for the correct night, but perhaps for one night 
before or even after the intended one. In the latter case the 
drawing might resemble one that had not yet been made or selected.
Naturally Carington sought confirmation of this effect and in so 
doing persuaded S. G. Soal to reanalyse his data. Soal had completed 
a long series of experiments between 1934 and 1939 in which 76 
subjects had completed more than 44, 000 trials without producing 
any evidence for ESP. Carington suggested that he should look for 
displacement of hits onto targets before and after the one intended. 
Soal took on this laborious task and indeed found that two of his 
subjects, Mrs Stewart and Basil Shackleton, showed displaced high 
scoring. This post hoc finding needed confirmation and this was 
obtained in further highly successful experiments with the same 
subjects (Soal and Bateman 1954). As well as providing confirmation 
of the displacement effect these series provided overwhelming 
extrachance scoring. The probability of such an effect occurring by 
chance was estimated by Soal to be 10"35 and this experiment was 
often quoted in later years as one of the cornerstones of the evidence 
for ESP (see e. g. Thouless 1972). (This series is discussed in more 
detail in Chapter 14)
Much more important than displacement effects has been the 
investigation of variables affecting scoring direction. One of the 
earliest variables to be studied in detail was the subjects" belief in 
ESP. Schmeidler (1943) divided subjects into those who did believe 
in ESP, whom she called sheep, ard those who did not, termed goats. 
In several experiments she found that sheep obtained significantly
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higher scores than goats. Although many attempts to replicate 
this finding have failed, the large number of successful replications 
makes this one of the best supported findings in parapsychology 
(Schmeidler and McConnell{L958).
The general method used has also become more widely applied.
In many studies overall results are close to chance expectation 
but analysis in terms of some variable such as belief in ESP allows 
the psi-missing and the psi-hitting to be separated. Such variables 
as 'expansiveness' (Humphrey 1946), self-confidence (Nicol and 
Humphrey 1946) and other personality charactersistics (Schmeidler 
and McConnell 1958) have all shown differential scoring, In many 
studies it appears that the variable in question does not affect the 
magnitude of scoring but rather its direction. It could be that 
disbelief in ESP leads a subject unconsciously to try to confirm 
that attitude by avoiding correct guesses,
Of course many different patterns of scoring are found. For 
example, one group may score either significantly above or below 
mean chance expectation while the other scores at chance, or both 
may be close to chance but show a significant difference between 
them. Many different conclusions can be drawn from such results 
depending on different underlying models of psi, In particular 
one may ask whether 'more psi' is demonstrated by the group 
scoring the highest, or the group with the greatest deviation from 
chance expectation (Palmer 1975). There is no generally accepted 
model of psi within which to answer such questions. Nonetheless 
interpretations of such results are made and these effects now form 
an important part of parapsychological methodology.
Similar problems apply to the interpretation of the differential 
effect. It has been found that when two different procedures, or 
types of target etc, are used scores on the two often differ 
significantly from one another (Rao 1965). This therefore
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provides another means for detecting the operation of psi in results 
which, overall, seem to be at chance. Thouless (1972) has 
suggested that there may be some kind of inhibitory mechanism 
acting to keep overall scores close to chance but which nonetheless 
allows these differences to be detected.
Another method for detecting effects within scoring patterns is 
by means of measures of variance. Certain groups of subjects 
under certain conditions may show either abnormally high or low 
variability in their scoring, usually measured by run-score 
variance (Rogers and Carpenter 1966). Other effects often noted 
include the tendency for otherwise high scores to drop to change 
either when observers are introduced (the 'witness effect') or 
when a noticeable change in procedure occurs.
These position effects, displacements and differential effects have 
a significance for parapsychology which goes beyond their immediate 
theoretical .interest. They can be used as indicators that ESP is 
occurring and Rhine (1976) has argued that they provide the best 
defense for parapsychology against its critics. These effects show 
signs of a detectable psi process, but more than that they can be 
used as evidence against accusations of experimenter or subject 
fraud. Old data can be reanalysed and the sa ne effects found in 
experiments in which the experimenter himself was quite unaware 
of the possibility of such an effect at the time he conducted it.
Rhine analysed Estabrooks (1927) data and found significant psi- 
missing in one series, something which Estabrooks himself did not 
look for.
These effects may therefore be important for parapsychology but 
there are still problems with their interpretation in terms of an 
underlying model for psi, again highlighting the fact that no one 
model is universally accepted. Findings such as the sheep/goat 
effect and the differential effect are useful in providing new
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methods of analysis, as a defense against the sceptics and 
perhaps in giving seme pointers to the nature of psi, but as 
yet they have not been successfully fitted into an acceptable 
model of the psi process.
It is perhaps this lack of a model which has prevented the 
resolution of the underlying controversy over the existence of psi. 
Throughout the history of parapsychology there have been 
vociferous critics prepared to argue that paranormal phenomena 
simply do not exist and that the notion of psi is unnecessary but 
the arguments used by such sceptics have evolved over fifty years 
and it makes an interesting story to follow the changes leading to 
today's forms of opposition.
As we have already seen, the early critics such as Kennedy were 
concerned with faults in the experimental procedure. In making 
their criticisms they probably helped rather than hindered 
parapsychology because inevitably these problems were quickly 
resolved once pointed out. During the 1940s improvements in 
experimental technique continued and no major attacks were 
launched. In the early 1950s it might have appeared as though 
parapsychology was heading for general acceptance. However, in 
1955 a dramatic attack was made by G. R. Price, an American 
chemist, in Science (Price 1955). He discussed the evidence for 
ESP and concluded that even though it appeared to be a very weak 
effect it could be used, following the principles of information 
theory, for a multitude of important applications such as the 
prediction of major disasters - if it were true. However, based 
on Hume's argument concerning miracles, he suggested that if 
we have to choose between believing in the existence of something 
which is incompatible with natural laws or in cheating and deception, 
which are commonplace, then we must choose the latter. To 
illustrate he suggested several ways in which Soal, in collaboration 
with others, could have fraudulently produced the results in his
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series with Basil Shackleton and Mrs Stewart and finally he 
outlined the kind of fraud-proof experiment which alone would 
convince him and, he hoped, his fellow scientists.
Reaction to this attack was rapid. Soal (1956) argued that it was 
quite preposterous to suggest that he could have involved those of 
his scientific colleagues who acted as assistant in his experiments 
in collusion, even if he had wanted to. Rhine (1956) also replied, 
welcoming Price's paper for making clear the head-on collision 
between mechanistic science and the facts of parapsychology. He 
agreed that one must be wrong, but not, of course, the latter.
A few years later the argument was taken up by Hansel who 
critically reviewed some major studies of ESP (Hansel I960,1961) 
and wrote the now well-known book "ESP: A scelntific evaluation"
(Hansel 1966). The crux of his argument was that since trickery 
is a priori more likely than ESP, then if we can show that results 
could have been due to trickery we must not invoke the unnecessary 
hypothesis of ESP. He proceeded to show how many of the classic 
experiments on ESP could have been conducted fraudulently, 
including the Pearce-Pratt, Pratt-Woodruff and Soal-Goldney 
experiments. Although the suggested methods to which he resorted 
were far fetched in the extreme he would still count them as more 
acceptable than the ESP hypothesis.
The furore stirred up by these criticisms gradually died down, and 
during the the 1960s and 1970s work progressed on trying to find 
out more about psi. Again there was a period of relative calm in 
the controversy and parapsychology gained some acceptance.
Surveys of scientists attitudes towards the subject showed 
progressively more positive acceptance and in 1969 the Parapsychological 
Association was admitted to the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science.
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However, criticism  continued, and with the advent of Uri Geller 
the magicians and conjurors reappeared in the controversy. In 
the early days of spiritualism it was conjurors such as Houdini, 
Dunninger and Marriott who did most to expose fraudulent mediums 
and again in the 1970s they have tried to oppose the credulity with 
which Geller and other 'psychics' were greeted (see Gardner 1976). 
Indeed, recently the Committee for the Scientific Investigation 
of Claims of the Paranormal has been established including among 
its members the magician James Randi who has offered a reward 
of ^$10, 000 to anyone who can produce one paranormal event 
under conditions stipulated by the magicians.
So the critics continue to argue against the evidence for ESP. Since 
very early in the history of parapsychology their main alternative 
suggestion has been that of fraud, and many of their arguments 
have involved a comparison between the probabilities of psi and 
fraud. I think it is true to say that both these probabilities are 
inestimable. However, to anyone who believed that scientists 
never cheat there have been a few recent incidents which must 
make the fraud hypothesis more plausible. In other fields there 
are the recent discoveries of fabrication of data by a biochemist 
(Hamprecht 1977) and by the distinguished psychologist Sir Cyril 
Burt (Dorfman 1978). In parapsychology, Rhine's appointed 
successor as director of the Foundation for Research on the 
Nature of Man was caught manipulating the automatic recording 
apparatus monitoring a rat psi experiment, so as to produce 
spurious hits. The affair was dealt with simply and efficiently. 
Levy resigned and Rhine (1974,1975b) published an account of the 
affair, advising that none of Levy's published findings should be 
considered valid until independently replicated. The fuss very 
soon evaporated but the event is a reminder that fraud can and does 
occur. However, the question at issue should be not whether 
fraud accounts for some of the findings, but whether, perhaps in 
conjunction with other normal factors, it can account for all
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The issue of fraud must be seen in context. Many would argue that 
the kinds of criticisms discussed here are irrelevant since the 
ultimate evidence for ESP lies not in the conclusions to be drawn 
from a few old experiments, or in a few isolated cases of fraud, 
but in the patterns now emerging in modern experimental work.
It has even been suggested that the critics attacked the old classic 
experiments precisely because they could not attack the convergent 
findings emerging from recent research (Randall 1975), and it has 
already been mentioned that Rhine (1976) argues that it is the 
position effects and other tell-tale "signs of psi" which provide 
the necessary ammunition to counter charges of fraud.
Therefore the arguments of the sceptics and the limited evidence for 
experimenter fraud must be set against the body of evidence now 
accumulated in parapsychology. Also it can be argued that 
standards of experimental design and use of statistics are higher 
in parapsychology than elsewhere simply because its proponents 
have had to defend the results against so much criticism. I believe 
that most parapsychologists would argue that the rare cases of 
fraud provide only minor setbacks and the onslaughts of the critics 
only irritiation when seen against the continuing advance being 
made in parapsychology.
1. There has recently been another reported case of experimenter 
fraud in parapsychology, but since this was not published at 
the time I began my research I shall leave consideration of this 
until Chapter 14, when I shall return to the issues of fraud and 
the controversy over the existence of ESP.
of them. ^
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This progress has taken many new directions in recent years. 
Rather different issues seem to predominate and many new 
techniques have been introduced. Again I can only pick on a 
few examples, but one of the most important is undoubtedly 
the search for psi-conducive states. It is argued that the normal 
waking state of consciousness (SoC), especially the slightly 
tense state common in laboratory testing, is not conducive to ESP 
and that some different SoC may be more favourable.
Anecdotal cases suggest that favourable states might include 
deep relaxation, dreaming or certain drug induced states. A ll 
these have been investigated. Studies of the effect of sodium 
amytal and caffeine on ESP scores were reported very early 
(Rhine 1934) and more recently the effects of many other drugs 
have been studied (Cavanna and Ullman 1968, Tart 1977) but 
few conclusions can be drawn. Adequate designs of drug studies 
is difficult to achieve and some drugs of particular interest are 
illegal to use. Certainly no drug has been discovered which 
produces a reliable change in ESP scores but then the interest is 
in the SoC produced by the drug and this is harder to measure.
It seems that because of these difficulties other methods of 
inducing altered states of consciousness (ASCs) have now become 
more popular.
Studies of ESP during dreaming originally met with some success 
(Ullman, Krippner and Vaughan 1973) but later attempts failed to 
replicate them. Honorton (1977) has proposed a model of psi and 
internal attention states, arguing that psi is favoured when 
external stimulation is reduced and attention turned to inner 
mentation or imagery. Several procedures, now commonly used 
in parapsychology, can be inferred to be inducing such states. 
These include hypnosis, progressive relaxation, meditation and 
ganzfeld stimulation.
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Hypnosis, of such interest to early psychical researchers, has 
been used in many studies. There are difficulties involved in 
distinguishing between the effects of the SoC achieved, the 
induction procedure used and various other factors such as 
suggestion, induced relaxation and changes in attention or 
motivation. However, in general, hypnosis seems to aid ESP. 
Honorton (1977) reviewed 42 series of experiments of which 22 
showed significant ESP scores with hypnosis; in 12 out of 22 
which compared hypnosis and waking state conditions significantly 
better ESP performance was found under hypnosis. Hypnosis 
has also been used as a training procedure for ESP but RyzTs 
early successes (Ryzl 1962) have not been replicated (see e. g.
Beloff and Mandleberg 1966).
Relaxation has also been found to aid ESP. Braud and Braud 
(1973,1974) developed a method of progressive muscular 
relaxation with which they obtained significant ESP scoring and 
Stanford and Mayer (1974) replicated this, finding in addition 
that self-rated mental quietude correlated positively with ESP 
scores. Meditatation has also been used and a review of 16 
studies, of which 9 gave significant results, led Honorton (1977) 
to conclude that meditation is an effective method for producing 
controlled psi interactions.
Finally a very successful procedure has been the use of ganzfeld 
stimulation to eliminate patterned sensory input. This is 
achieved by placing halved ping pong balls over the eyes and 
pfe'jring white noise to a subject who is relaxed on a bed or 
comfortable chair in a sound attenuated room. With such monotonous 
input the subject enters a dissociated state in which internal 
imagery is often enhanced. This is precisely the state which 
Honorton has proposed should be conducive to psi. The procedure 
was first used by Honorton and Harper (1974) and there have been 
subsequent studies, most of them reporting successful ESP.
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Honorton (1977) reviewed 16 such studies of which he reported 
8 as successful in eliciting psi. Although not all have been 
successful it has been suggested that duration may be an important 
factor, with longer duration of ganzfeld being more successful 
(Honorton 1976). Sargent has also reviewed published ganzfeld 
studies and concluded that they show replicability of 58%.
These are just some of the approaches being used to enhance psi 
performance in contemporary research. It should be noted that 
in addition to using ASCs many of these studies have departed 
from the card guessing paradigm so prevalent in previous research 
and many use free response methods which allow a much 
greater freedom to the subject, utilise far more information 
from the subjects' mentation and are far less boring to use. To 
illustrate, the typical procedure in a ganzfeld study might be 
as follows.
The subject is relaxed beforehand and told what is expected of 
him. He is then taken to the test room, fitted with the ping pong 
balls and head phones and left to relax for a further short period, 
say five minutes. For the rest of the time in ganzfeld, perhaps 
30 minutes, he is asked to describe his mentation as it occurs. 
Everything he says is recorded and a transcript made. Meanwhile 
an agent is looking at one of a group of pictures, or other material, 
in another room. After leaving the ganzfeld the subject is asked 
to rank all the pictures according to how closely they fit with the 
mentation he reported. Independent judges may perform the 
ranking and state ns ports may be given or various other details 
incorporated, but this is, in outline, the procedure most commonly 
employed.
Early free-response studies such as those of Carington (1941,1942) 
and Sinclair (1930) suffered from severe problems with analysis, 
but today statistical evaluation is made easy by the use of ranking
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procedures and the availability of tables of probabilities 
published for the purpose (Morris 1972, Solfvin et al 1978).
Such free response methods are, of course, very slow and 
generate very little data in comparison with the card guessing 
techniques, but it can be argued that this is unimportant given ' 
the far greater success rate which they seem to generate. Such 
methods now form a substantial part of the parapsychologist's 
repertoire.
Another new approach has been the application of learning theory 
to parapsychology. Tart (1975,1976) argued that in a typical 
card guessing experiment psi-mediated responses are extinguished 
rather than reinforced partly because of the high rate of false 
positive reinforcement where feedback is given, but also because 
feedback is rarely given quickly enough if at all. Using specially 
designed machines and selecting successful subjects by screening 
large numbers Tart claims to have trained ESP with immediate 
feedback. This raises the possibility that instead of searching 
for special subjects it may be possible to train them. However, 
it must be pointed out that Tart's  work is open to severe criticism  
especially since he used no control group and made unwarranted 
assumptions in attributing the effects obtained to the training 
rather than to any number of other factors which might have been 
involved (G.'Br.ien 1976, Blackmore 1977, Stanford 1977). Mote 
recently this work has also been criticised for the non-randomness 
of the target sequences used (Gatlin 1979). Although this research 
suffers from serious problems it can be seen as one of small, but 
increasing number of attempts to relate psi to modern psychology.
Another useful technique has emerged from the selection of 
relevant trials from among all those made. Two methods are 
worthy of special note. In precognition tests with ftiice Duval 
and Montredon (1968a)found overall scores were insignificantly 
above chance.’ However, the procedure used involved mice
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jumping from one side of a cage to the other to avoid a shock.
On some trials they didn't move or showed stereotyped behaviour. 
When other trials, called random behaviour trials, were 
separately analysed the results were significant. Further work 
confirmed the effect (Duval anc? Montredon 1968b) although many 
attempted replications by others failed. Also there has been the 
setback to this work by the discovery of fraud in one laboratory, 
as already discussed. Nonetheless, many studies now select 
random behaviour trials for special study.
Changes have also taken place in the approach to response bias. 
Originally attempts were made to eliminate such bias in subjects' 
performance since it was considered to be a source of contamination 
of scores. Indeed the ESP cards were designed with this in mind. 
However, Stanford (1967) argued that while the level of ESP may 
remain the same, there w ill be a higher probability of false 
positives when the probability of a response is already high. On 
the other hand, for responses of low probability there w ill be 
fewer false positives and the psi response w ill be more easily 
observed. This was the basis of his negative response bias 
hypothesis which suggests that for a response which l s  unlikely to 
occur, when it does occur it is more likely to be due topsL 
His own work has confirmed this effect (Stanford 1967,1970,1973) 
and it is now common for unpopular or negatively biassed responses 
to be assessed separately from other responses.
These are just some of the new methods adopted in recent years 
in parapsychology. But alongside this change in methods has come 
a change in the central issues. One issue that must be 
considered has perhaps received the most attention. This is the 
role of the experimenter in eliciting psi in his experiments.
The early researchers developed rules of thumb to guide would-be 
parapsychologists in their approach (Rhine et al 1940) and from
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time to time results were obtained which suggested that different 
experimenters might themselves be responsible for the different 
results obtained (see Kennedy and Taddonio 1976 for a review).
These differences were usually attributed to differences in the 
experimenters’ attitude, motivation or method of relating to the 
subjects and were compared to experimenter effects found in 
psychology experiments. A number of experiments showing the 
importance of these variables for ESP scores were reported 
(White 1977). More recently, however, it has been suggested that 
the experimenter may be playing a different role. He may be 
using his own psi to induce a psi-mediated experimenter effect 
(Kennedy and Taddonio 1976). This raises the question of who is 
actually doing the psi, as it were, It has long been assumed, if 
tacitly, that the subject was the one exerting any psi influence, 
with the agent having some role in certain GESP tests. The 
arbitrariness of this assumption was pointed out long ago by 
Eisenbud (1963), but now the question becomes more pressing. Not 
only is it possible that it is the experimenter himself who is the 
crucial psi source rather than his subject, but there is also evidence 
that other people involved in an experiment such as checkers, 
assistants and randomisers may influence the outcome (White 1976).
This issue is currently receiving much attention, and justifiably 
so, for it may be very hard to disentangle meaningful findings 
about the nature of psi from the psi-mediated effects of an involved 
experimenter with his own expectations and beliefs. Also I think 
this issue must be seen as related to the problem of the 
uncontrollability of psi. Experimenter effects could be either 
eliminated or controlled and investigated if it were possible to use 
experimenters, checkers, or whatever, who were blind to the 
relevant variables involved, such as the hypotheses being tested, 
the targets, or the group to which any subject belonged. But when 
ESP is admitted as a possibility this blindness cannot be achieved. 
White (1976) has simply suggested that it may not be possible to
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distingusigh between the effects of the experimenter and those of 
his experimental variables. In the circumstances it seems that 
the psi experimenter effects w ill be hard to unravel but this will 
be discussed more fully in due course (see Chapter 14).
Closely related to this problem is that of repeatability in 
parapsychological experiments. Since ESP has been shown not to 
be blocked by shielding or affected by simple physical variables, 
replicability cannot be expected to depend simply on setting up an 
experiment in a way superficially resembling a previously 
successful one. If the outcome depends upon such variables as 
experimenter motivation and attitude, which are almost impossible 
for the experimenter to control, then of course experiments w ill 
not be easily repeatable. More generally, since the crucial 
variables affecting psi are not known, and those thought to be 
relevant are hard to control, unknown factors enter every 
experiment.
For these and other reasons ESP experiments cannot be expected 
to be easily replicable and many critics have argued that 
parapsychology cannot be considered to be a science unless and 
until it can demonstrate repeatable phenomena. This argument is 
inappropriate though, for two reasons. F irstly other sciences do 
not depend on high repeatability. Psychology experiments are often 
hard to replicate and yet progress is made because of the pattern 
of the results that emerges and their relevance to the theories 
being tested. Also in cosmology or geophysics earthquakes and 
comets are not studied 'unscientifically' simply because they 
cannot be produced to order.
Secondly it is untrue to say that parapsychology experiments are 
completely unrepeatable. Although specific findings are rarely 
replicated in detail the evidence has already been discussed which 
points to patterns emerging in the data, and these patterns seem
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to recur in a variety of studies. Sargent (1979a) has even argued 
that for theory based research in parapsychology replicability is 
as high as it is in other branches of psychology. I think it could 
therefore be argued that parapsychology w ill eventually be able 
to cope with the low repeatability of its findings even though 
this still presents a very real problem today.
In this brief outline of the development of parapsychology I have 
considered just some of the findings, the research methods 
adopted and the issues faced. Inevitably many have been left 
out and in particular the great advances made in PK research 
have not been considered at all. However, I hope this brief 
sketch has been enough to show how parapsychology has developed 
from its struggles to provide evidence for the existence of its 
phenomena to a discipline with its own body of data and specialised 
research methods. Bearing this background in mind it should now 
be possible to try to answer the questions posed at the beginning.
These were
1. What is ESP?
2. Why is it potentially important for psvchologv ?
3. How compelling is the evidence for it ?
To answer the first question we can use the definition provided by 
Rhine and printed in every copy of the Journal.of Parapsychology. 
This is "Experience of, or response to, a target object, state, 
event o f influence without sensory contact. " Simple as this 
definition sounds we have seen that it has certain important 
consequences. F irstly  it is impossible to prove the existence of 
ESP. According to the definition ESP is said to occur if two 
conditions are met; (a) there is a response or experience and 
(b) this cannot be attributed to sensory contact. This is a negative 
definition, depending on ruling out alternative explanations and 
the existence of such a negative cannot be proved.
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To clarify this argument, in fulfilling the condition (a), we have 
to prove that an experience or response occurred. This is 
usually done by comparing responses with the chance expectation 
or some other null hypothesis. Since the effect is weak the 
conclusion depends on the use of statistical tests which always 
allow a finite possibility of any effect being due to chance. To 
this extent the existence of any effect cannot be proved. This point 
may seem trivial, and for a stronger effect may never arise, but 
even if this condition were met satisfactorily the second is 
problematic. By using adequate experimental design we can rule 
out simple sensory contact completely (for example in certain 
precognition tests sensory contact is out of the question). However, 
suggestions can always be made of many other ’normal’ explanations 
of any effect, for example fraud, even though these may need to be 
bizarre. If the point is reached at which there appears to be an 
effect, it is not due to sensory contact* and is very unlikely to be 
due to chance, then we have to provide another hypothesis.
The hypothesis that the effect is due to ESP is s&yicg no more and 
no less than that it is neither due to sensory contact nor to chance. 
Other hypotheses may vie with this one. The ftairi hypothesis can 
be tested in specific instances. For example when Levy was found 
altering his apparatus the hypothesis of fraud was readily accepted 
and the ESP hypothesis became redundant. However, and this is 
the crux of the argument, we cannot test ESP in this way. It is 
invoked if, and only if, there is no other preferable hypothesis.
There is nothing new in this point. Boring dismissed the definition 
of ESP as ’no definition at a ll ’ , and argued that in consequence a 
scientific success, that is the explanation of some previously 
inexplicable occurrence, w ill always be a parascientific failure 
(Boring 1966).
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The second consequence of the definition is that in accounting for 
some event the hypothesis of ESP can never be ruled out. It only 
needs to be invoked \vhen there is no preferable alternative, but 
there is no reason why it should not be invoked to account for almost 
anything. At its most farcical this means we could argue that 
the reader's comprehension of this chapter is due to his retroactive 
clairvoyance of my writing it, or to telepathy from me, or to my 
PK action on him. The reason we do not choose to claim this is 
that we have a far better hypothesis in terms of the known 
properties of printing, light and vision.
In such a case clearly we would not resort to ESP for explanation, 
but in some examples it is arguable whether there is a better 
hypothesis. I am thinking here of the evidence accumulated in 
support of the survival of man after physical death, or the theory of 
reincarnation, or the ability to leave one's body. A great deal of 
evidence purporting to support these has been accumulated, but if 
one believes that the all-encompassing ESP hypothesis is preferable, 
and even that it has evidence to support it, then all these findings 
become irrelevant to the issues concerned; after all, it might all 
be due to ESP. To this extent, then, the ESP hypothesis is 
detrimental to research in other areas. Invoking it to account for 
otherwise inexplicable occurrences provides no further information 
or testable consequences and yet it blocks further investigation 
using alternative approaches.
This problem would be eliminated at once if ESP were defined in 
another way. If, say, certain properties and limitations were 
discovered and a specific process could be defined then, in any 
given case, one could test whether ESP could have occurred, or 
whether it left any tell-tale signs of having occurred. Although a 
few such signs have been noted it is certainly not possible to 
provide a positive definition of ESP and such a change could only 
come about within a theoretical framework which makes sense 
of ESP.
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I have laboured these problems somewhat because I want to argue 
that progress w ill only be made by attempting to build models of 
ESP so that its definition can be improved. In particular I believe 
we should try to integrate ESP into psychology. The existence of 
ESP w ill only come to be accepted when the hypothesis that ESP 
occurred is truly preferable to some other hypothesis (such that 
an event is inexplicable) and this w ill only occur when ESP can 
be defined within some wider framework.
Of course there have been many attempts to build models for ESP 
and to relate it to existing theories. Some of these w ill be 
described in due course, but first let us try to answer the other 
two questions,
2. Why is ESP potentially important for psychology ?
F irstly I believe it is because ESP violates many of the most 
fundamental assumptions upon which contemporary psychology is 
based. Ilf ESP occurs then these assumptions are ill-founded 
and methods of psychology w ill have to change. For example, we 
normally assume that a person's thoughts, intentions and opinions 
are private unless expressed by some action, movement or speech. 
We assume that it is impossible to communicate a thought or 
receive information without intermediary transfer using some 
energy system, and experiments are designed with this in mind.
If ESP occurs these assumptions are invalid with consequences crucial 
to the psychology of perception, cognition and memory.
In designing controls for psychology experiments these assumptions 
are crucial. Subjects may be kept blind to the purpose of an 
experiment, the experimenter may be kept blind as to which 
group a subject has been allocated to, and it is assumed that 
baseline response rates can be established in the absence of any 
information being available to the subject. To demonstrate with a 
simple example, let us assume that an experimenter wishes to
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test the effect of a certain drug on a simple binary reaction time 
task. Subjects are asked to press one button if they see a 
meaningful word and another if they see a nonsense syllable.
Half the subjects are given the drug and half a placebo and they, 
and the experimenter, do not know which they have received.
Let us say that results show that those subjects who had received 
the drug had, on average, slower reaction times and made more 
errors as compared with the controls. It would be concluded, 
assuming that other relevant variables had been held constant 
for both groups, that the drug was responsible for this difference 
and hypotheses about its action would be developed.
However, if ESP is admitted as a possibility then no such 
conclusions are warranted. The controls are void since the 
experimenter and subjects could have known which group each 
subject was in. The subjects could have known which stimulus 
would appear before they could see it and they could have behaved 
in conformance with the experimenter’s hypotheses since they 
could have known these too through the use of ESP. It is hard to 
know what conclusions could be drawn from the results of such an 
experiment if ESP were seriously taken into consideration.
Perhaps most fundamental to experimental work is the assumption 
that the data obtained in some way test hypotheses about ’nature’ 
and that these hypotheses themselves cannot influence the outcome 
except insofar as they determine the kind of experiment performed. 
If one takes seriously the idea of a psi-mediated experimenter effect 
then one has to admit that the results may be biassed, whatever 
normal controls are used, in conformity with the hopes or 
expectations of the experimenter. If this is admitted then the whole 
of experimental psychology could be seen to be built upon the 
whim of individual hypotheses rather than upon objective data.
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These few examples show that the existence of ESP, as it is 
presently conceived, is incompatible with some of the most 
fundamental assumptions made in experimental psychology.
Is one to see this as proof of the absurdity of parapsychology ?
Or perhaps as evidence for an inevitable incompatibility of 
psychology and ESP ?
It might be argued that if these commonly held assumptions were 
thrown aside science could not be expected to proceed in an 
orderly fashion. Since clearly it does so, and with great 
success, then the basis for rejecting these assumptions must be 
false. For example, the use of double blind procedures has 
contributed to the progress of psychology. Surely the very basis 
for these controls cannot be unsound ? But to take this attitude is 
simply to deny, a priori, the possibility of ESP and to ignore all 
the evidence for it.
On the other hand one may argue that the evidence for ESP simply 
shows that the basis of these assumptions and the psychology that 
depends on them is too narrow and needs, if not overthrowing, at 
least revising or expanding to take account of the possibility of ESP.
Perhaps neither of these extreme positions is necessary. If there 
were a model of ESP which enabled research to discover more 
about it, to define its limitations and to control it to some extent 
then perhaps we should find that the modifications to psychology 
were not so great after all. Perhaps in this way we may be able 
to incorporate ESP into a wider psychology.
There are other reasons why parapsychology is important to 
psychology. Parapsychology has a long history of studying subjective 
experiences and a concern with consciousness. It has tackled such 
questions as whether consciousness necessarily depends on a 
living and active brain or whether it may have autonomy of some
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kind. Above all it has tried to make sense of experiences which 
many people have but which they cannot explain. An integration 
of these approaches with the rest of psychology could only be 
beneficial to both subjects. For these reasons then I believe 
not only that the existence of ESP is of profound importance for 
psychology, but that we should try to integrate the one with the 
other.
3. How compelling is the evidence for ESP ?
This final question is perhaps the most difficult to answer. I have 
presented a brief sketch of the development of parapsychology and 
have cited examples of much of the evidence. I believe that the 
answer to this question depends to a large extent on personal 
decision. We have seen how Price argued that he would accept 
any hypothesis rather than that 'nature should go out of her course', 
and Hansel argued that the hypothesis of fraud was a priori more 
likely than that that of ESP and hence to be preferred. We have also 
seen that there is evidence indicating an emerging pattern in psi 
research which has been used to counter these sceptics' arguments. 
However, there w ill always be a case for the sceptics as long as 
ESP is defined as it is now. I do not believe that the arguments 
about the existence of ESP can be solved until a theoretical 
structure is available within which the notion of ESP makes sense.
Given this situation, the evidence does not compel belief. Room 
remains for the individual to make his own assessment. I can 
only state that, having considered the evidence then known to 
me, I began my research believing that there was indeed a case 
for the existence of paranorm al phenomena and a need for such 
phenomena to be integrated into existing theory.
In summary, I have traced the development of parapsychology in 
an attempt to show something of the evidence for ESPr as well as the 
arguments against it, and have argued that the negative definition
42
of ESP itself leads to problems which w ill not be solved until a 
theoretical structure incorporating ESP is developed. I have also 
suggested that ESP, if it exists, has profound implications for 
psychology which highlight the need for its integration into that 
discipline.
Finally, I have suggested that the evidence as it stands does not 
compel belief in ESP precisely because of its definition and the 
fact that it appears anomalous to accepted theory. Indeed attempts 
both to prove and disprove its existence are doomed to failure. 
Progress can only be made by attempts to make sense of ESP.
One approach to making sense of ESP is to try to see how it 
could fit into contemporary psychology. In the next chapter I 
shall consider how ESP might be related to known psychological 
processes.
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C H A P T E R  2
ESP AND PSYCHOLOGY : IS ESP A FORM OF 
PERCEPTION ?
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I have argued for the need to integrate ESP into psychology and 
in this chapter shall consider how that might be done. Of course 
there have been many previous attempts to relate the two but in 
spite of long association psychology and parapsychology remain 
largely distinct and, many psychologists believe, forever 
incompatible.
But is this incompatibility necessary ? There have been many 
arguments on either side and from psychologists, psychiatrists, 
and psychoanalysts. For example Freud (1953), although critical 
of much superstition, took an interest in the possibility of telepathy 
and Jung is well known for his principle of synchronic it y (Jung 1955). 
Since then other psychoanalysts have discussed the possibility of 
ESP occurring in the therapeutic situation (see e. g. Devereux 1953, 
Ehrenwald 1978).
Myers can be seen as both psychical researcher and psychologist, 
W illiam James is of course, better known for his contribution to 
psychology than for his deep involvement in psychical research, and 
it was a psychologist, William McDougall, who made it possible 
for the Rhines to begin their pioneering work. In more recent times 
too many psychologists to name have become involved in 
parapsychology. In many ways psychological methods have been 
applied in parapsychology and in this sense the two disciplines are 
related. However, for every psychologist active in, or even 
interested in parapsychology, there remain many more who are not. 
Many contemporary psychologists reject out of hand all claims for 
ESP either through indifference (Stevens 1967) or through the 
conviction that ESP is impossible.
This view, that ESP is impossible, or totally incompatible with 
psychology may be commonly held but has only rarely been 
articulated. Broad (1953) described the 'basic limiting principles' 
with which ESP conflicts but without specific reference to psychology.
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Burt (1967) discussed the conflict between the assumptions of 
psychologists and the evidence for ESP, but Hansel (1966) is 
perhaps the only psychologist to claim directly that ESP is 
incompatible with psychology.
These discussions pointing out the conflicts have been few enough, 
but they have not been matched by any more opposing arguments, 
that is by contemporary psychologists who believe that ESP is 
compatible with psychology and are prepared to defend such a 
position. Burt (1967) argued that the two might be compatible and 
outlined a scheme for understanding ESP but did not of course 
consider ESP within today’s psychology. Such attempts have 
been few and limited (for example Kreitler and Kreitler 1974,
Irwin 1978) but are, I believe, necessary. We must ask whether 
ESP does appear impossible in the light of modern psychology.
If it does, with which aspects does it conflict, and what changes 
would be necessary to incorporate this black sheep.
I shall therefore try to answer these questions, but first we must 
ask which area of psychology might most readily provide the 
framework necessary for ESP. Even this is not simple to answer 
but I believe that a starting point is to consider that ESP, both in 
its definition and in some of its claimed properties, appears to 
be a form of cognition and so it is to cognitive psychology that 
we should turn. The central question I wish to ask is therefore 
’Can ESP be seen as a cognitive process ? ’ .
Cognitive psychology has expanded and developed enormously in 
the last decade but seems to have had, as yet, relatively little 
impact on parapsychology. There have, however, been two 
attempts to relate ESP and normal cognition which may be relevant 
here. Kreitler and K reitler (1974) considered the question of 
whether ESP is a skill increasing or decreasing with human 
evolution. There are many reasons both why it might be selected
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for, because of its value in communication, or against, because 
of the dangers of leakage of plans and so on, and yet the evidence 
suggests that it has neither degenerated nor been exploited. This 
could be explained though, if ESP were the necessary by-product 
of another cognitive process. K reitler and Kreitler suggested 
that the primary function of a r meaning sensitive fo rce ' is to 
promote memory retrieval, productive thinking and other cognitive 
functions but it Is as a by-product of this that ESP occurs. The 
central idea here is interesting, but as it stands Kreitler and 
Kreitler's  theory does not answer any of the most difficult 
questions concerning the mechanism of ESP and the nature of the 
'meaning sensitive force ' is not explained.
More directly relevant is the work of Irwin (1978) who has tried to 
consider ESP within the framework offered by the theory of human 
information processing. He put forward three models describing 
how information might, paranormally, enter the human information 
processing system. He took as a starting point a view of that 
system as of limited capacity, arguing that ESP occurs more easily 
when there is a low demand from other inputs for that capacity, and 
he posed the question of where the initial activation of the system 
occurs in ESP. I think it could be argued that Irwin provided a 
model within which to ask new questions about ESP, and some of 
these w ill be dicussed below, but he did not address the questions 
posed here.
To tackle these it would be satisfying to be able to describe cognitive 
psychology in simple terms and to proceed to considering ESP 
within it, but this is neither practicable nor possible. Instead 
I shall have to be content with describing some of the more general 
approaches and assumptions of psychology with a view to testing 
them against the phenomena of ESP.
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In the last twenty years a great change has taken place in cognitive 
psychology. A general model of man as mechanically viewing a 
given world of stimuli and responding to it or remembering 
aspects of it has given way to a model of man the information 
processor. Perception and memory are seen as constructive 
processes, the system using available information to build models 
or hypotheses about the world and testing them against input. The 
system is seen as predicting, modelling and interacting with its 
environment rather than passively responding to it. Doubtless 
this general model w ill give way to yet further models but it is 
within this framework that I shall try to see whether there is a 
niche for ESP,
But let us turn to the question of just what sort of process ESP might 
be. To begin with I think it must be agreed that it is one involving 
the acquisition of information . According to its commonly 
accepted definition ESP involves a response to an event. This 
response need not involve a conscious perception of that event. It 
may be expressed in terms of a correct choice which appears as 
no more than a guess to the percipient, as a bodily response such 
as a change in GSR or heart beat, as a partially conscious hunch 
or presentiment or, rarely, as a fully conscious experience. 
However, we only conclude that ESP has occurred when such a 
response (or reported experience) takes place, corresponds to an 
external event, the correspondence could not have been due to 
sensory contact and was unlikely to have been due to chance alone. 
The feature which distinguishes the ESP response from random, 
meaningless responses is the correspondence between two events 
and if this is to be other than coincidence then information must 
have been transfered.
In saying this I am expressing what may be taken to be a very old- 
fashioned view of ESP, and there have been many recent theories 
which have sought to describe ESP in terms not requiring the
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transfer of any information. However, I do not believe this is 
possible. A few examples w ill show why. Synchronistic models 
are a good example. ESP is said to occur because of an acausal 
connection between meaningfully related events. The very least 
such a theory requires, if it is to be testable at all, is that there 
is some difference between pairs of events which are or are not 
meaningfully related. For the establishment of such a relationship 
information must be exchanged between the two events in question, 
even if this only occurs through some person who considers the 
events meaningfully related or not.
Stanford’s (1978a) recent "conformance model" for ESP is in a 
similar position. According to this model, when a random event 
generator (REG) is operating its output may be biassed in 
conformance with the disposition of a system affected by that 
output. In the case of ESP the human brain acts as an REG and 
conforms to the needs or dispositions of the experimenter or 
others involved. In spontaneous cases ESP may occur in 
conformance with people’s needs. The process is seen as 
"disposition subserving rather than specifically cognitive or 
perceptual"and "goal oriented rather than intrinsically based 
upon mechanical processing of information". Although Stanford 
therefore claims to have rejected the idea that ESP is either 
related to cognition, or is a form of communication involving the 
reception of information, it seems that it must still involve the 
transfer of information. For in order for the REG to "know" 
about the needs of the disposed system it must have access to 
information about that system.
I do not think there is any way round this basic fact of ESP, nor that 
we can escape so easily from the implication that in some unknown 
manner information is transferred. This, to me, must be the 
starting point of trying to understand ESP. It must be understood 
as a process involving the transfer of information between a person
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and his environment. That transfer may not involve conscious 
perception and could occur in any number of mysterious ways, 
but somehow it must occur.
Returning to cognitive psychology, we can look at how information 
is normally acquired and ask whether analogous processes could 
take place in the case of ESP. In normal cognition information 
may become available through several routes.
1. It may be innate.
2. It may be acquired directly through the senses.
3. It may be retrieved from the memory, i. e. indirectly through
the senses.
4. It may be created within the system.
When looked at carefully these do not provide four analogies 
for the operation of ESP. The first system is of no relevance to 
ESP. Innate information and organisation is crucial, to many 
human responses and the systems which allow access to it are 
involved in everv cognitive act. However, there is no exchange 
of information with the environment as in ESP. The same is so of 
the fourth. New information is created by organisation and 
reorganisation but again this does not involve the exchange 
necessary for ESP. I shall therefore not consider these two any 
further.
This leaves the two processes of perception and memory. These 
are clearly not distinct. When sensory information is processed 
information from memory is used and buffer stores aid in orderly 
processing. When information is remembered it has, of course, 
previously entered through the senses. The only clear distinction 
between the two appears to be in the time interval between input and 
use. However, I believe memory and perception can usefully be 
separated here since in considering the former we must concentrate 
on organisation, storage and retrieval and in the latter, input systems
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energy transducers and decoding. I shall therefore look in more 
detail at these two processes, perception and memory, to see how 
ESP may be related to each.
ESP AS PERCEPTION
ESP has traditionally been considered to be a form of perception. 
Even its 'modern} name 'extrasensory perception’ implies this as 
well as the earlier term 'sixth sense'. This view is implicit in 
such terms as 'agent' and 'percipient' which imply a transfer of 
information from one to the other.
In the early days of parapsychology many experiments were 
directed towards discovering possible sim ilarities between ESP 
and perception. For example Rhine (1934) conducted many 
experiments in which the agent and percipient were separated by 
various distances to see whether this would affect the accuracy of 
ESP as might be expected for a form of perception. Most famous 
of these was the 'campus distance series ' already mentioned in 
which Pratt, the experimenter, occupied a room several hundred 
yards away from Pearce, the percipient, but Rhine also reports 
many other experiments in which the distance apparently had no 
adverse effect on scoring levels. Soal (1950) also found no 
difference in the scores with Mrs Stewart as percipient when the 
agent was 200 miles away or even in an unknown location.
The lack of an effect of distance on scoring has led many to 
conclude that ESP is not like other forms of perception and even 
that it cannot depend on some form of physical energy (Rhine 1934, 
1954). The argument is that all kncwn forms of energy obey the 
inverse square law and this would predict a fa ll off in scores with 
distance. But this argument is unsound because although a fall- 
off in signal strength would be predicted this does not necessarily 
mean that the signal could not be received at a strength sufficient
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to transfer the information. At a greater distance from a radio 
transmitter a radio signal is weaker and requires more 
amplification, but this does not mean one cannot hear the programme. 
This is therefore not an argument against ESP being a form of 
perception.
Other early experiments included those varying the properties of 
the target. For example L. E. Rhine (1937) used normal symbols, 
extra-large symbols, very small almost illegible symbols and 
groups of several symbols. She found no scoring differences 
attributable to the different types of target. Murphy (1938) 
reported experiments which found no reduction in scoring ability 
when the symbols were distorted and Rhine (1934) noted the simple 
point that the angle of presentation of the deck of cards is not 
important as one might expect on a "radiation" theory.
These types of experiment led many to conclude that ESP was not 
like perception, but we can consider this question in more detail, 
and more profitably, from the viewpoint of modern psychology.
Can ESP be seen as a form of perception within the framework of 
contemporary cognitive psychology ?
If we were presented with a new and unknown form of perception 
which we wished to understand then our knowledge of existing 
perceptual processes would lead us to ask a number of questions 
about it. Let us for the moment consider ESP as such a new 
process and try to answer these questions. They might include 
the following ,
1. What system mediates the transfer of information to the 
organism, and how is it coded in that system ?
2. What sense organ decodes or transduces that information and how ?
3. How does the information pass to the central nervous system and 
how is it orocessed ?
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Although many further questions might follow, in particular those 
concerned with the experience of perception, *he answers to these 
would provide a satisfactory outline of the process which would 
allow it to be related to other forms of perception and for its 
investigation to proceed. Of course, it might be disputed that 
these are pertinent questions to ask, but I believe that the success 
of psychology in understanding more familiar perceptual phenomena 
indicates that they are at least a sound starting point, though they 
may not go far enough.
Using the example of vision we can see that psychology has provided 
at least partial answers to all these questions. The mediating 
system is light and the relevant variables include differential 
wavelengths and intensities across a spatial array at the retina.
The information is transformed by photoreceptors into electrical 
potentials and peripheral processing mechanisms in the retina 
perform initial feature extraction sending on information about 
discontinuities and comparisons of wavelength and intensity. 
Anatomically the path of visual information is well charted through 
the retina, optic nerve, lateral geniculate nucleus and so on to the 
visual cortex, although the details of the processing taking place 
at each stage are far from well understood. At higher levels 
visual information is treated in conjunction with that from other 
perceptual systems and from memory and the details are obscure, 
but the point I wish to make is that in principle this system can be 
understood, and a start made towards answering the questions.
It may be argued that a comparison between ESP and vision is 
unfair and that we should compare it with a less accurate and well 
researched sense such as olfaction. This comparison may indeed 
be fairer since superficially smell has*some odd properties comparable 
with those of ESP. Even a familiar smell evokes an experience which 
can be emotionally loaded, is hard to describe to others, hard to 
compare with other smells and hard to remember or imagine.
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Psychological understanding of the processes involved is primitive 
and there is no well accepted theory even of how stimuli excite the 
olfactory receptors, Nonetheless it is still possible, at least in 
broad outline, to answer the three questions posed here. Chemicals 
carried in the air mediate the transfer of information, coded 
structurally and detected by sensory receptors in the olfactory 
epithelium. Via the olfactory bulb and tract the information passes 
to the cortex. The way the experience of, say, smelling bacon 
frying for breakfast, arises is obscure, and conceivably could bear 
some analogy/wiit'aESP, but again we can at least see how the 
relevant information comes to be available to the central nervous 
system.
We can now ask the same questions of the putative sense, ESP. If it 
is to be meaningfully considered as a sense then it should be possible 
at least to suggest ways of answering them. Let us take them in turn.
1. What system mediates the transfer of information to the 
organism, and how is it coded in that system ?
This question may seem to be more in the province of physics .than 
psychology. Some parapsychologists might deny any responsibility 
for answering it, but I would argue that it must be tackled 
because cognitive psychology builds on the assumption that the input 
system is known.
Since very early in the history of psychical research attempts have 
been made to find some kind of radiation which could carry 
information from one person to another. The analogy between 
telepathy and radio transmission was embodied in the term "mental 
telegraphy" coined by Mark Twain (1891) and later popularised 
in such books as "Mental radio" by Upton Sinclair (1930). However, 
it was not always readily accepted. Myers discussed and gave 
evidence against "the suggestion that telepathy is propogated by 
brain waves" (Myers 1.903 Vol 1. p 245). In the 1920s an Italian
neurologist, Cazamalli, proposed an electromagnetic theory of 
telepathy (Gregory 1976). This theory was tested in Russia by 
Vasiliev and found wanting, but it is hard now to assess the validity 
of VasilievTs work. It appears that it was encouraged and financed 
within the Soviet materialist system as long as Vasiliev claimed to 
support CazamallPs physical theory. However, he conducted 
experiments on distant influence (Vasiliev 1976) in which he 
hypnotised his subject from a distance and found that screening 
the subject in a metal Faraday cage, which would exclude all 
radio waves of the frequencies specified by Cazamalli, did not block 
the effect. His work was then discouraged and was not published 
intil 1962 (Vasiliev 1963).
It is often said that VasilievYs pioneering experiments disproved the 
electromagnetic theory of ESP, but in retrospect this conclusion 
cannot be supported. The methods he used are open to many 
criticisms. For example his subject was enclosed in a quiet and 
airless room and yet was expected to be sent to sleep by hypnosis. 
Sufficient details about timing and controls are not given to be sure 
that it was actually the hypnosis and not the situation which sent the 
subject to sleep. Also the effectiveness of the screening provided 
by VasilievTs cage cannot now be ascertained and he gives no 
relevant data.
The experiments of Vasiliev do not, therefore, provide powerful 
evidence against the electromagnetic theory of psi, but there are 
plenty of other arguments against it. Berger once thought that the 
Berger ryUims he recorded from the brain in 1928 might be the basis 
of telepathic tranmission but later he rejected this theory since the 
emissions were found not to be strong enough (see Roll 1964, Burt 1975). 
Certainly the radiation known to be emitted from the body is so weak 
as to be incapable of carrying information over the sorts of distances 
commonly reported for ESP.
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In 1.934 Rhine rejected the "Radiation theory", citing much 
evidence against it. He concluded . . .  "On4-these grounds the facts 
are against the Radiation Hypothesis and there are none at all to 
favour it, except that it is familiar.
More recently the electromagnetic theory of ESP has come under 
more careful scrutiny. Taylor (1975a) argued that psi phenomena 
could be studied scientifically and set about examining what sort 
of physical system could account for them. He described (Taylor 
1975b) the four forces of nature and argued that only electromagnetism 
could possibly carry enough energy over the distances required for 
ESP. However, possible wavelengths were resticted, very long 
wavelengths cannot carry enough information and in any case do not 
interact with objects like brains, while very short wavelengths are 
harmful to living beings. For some time Taylor pursued the idea 
of an electromagnetic theory and measured radiation over a wide 
range of frequencies, from subjects performing apparently 
paranormal tasks, but found no unusual emissions (Balanovski and 
Taylor 1979). Eventually he concluded that electromagnetic radiation 
was not responsible for the effects observed and since.only electro­
magnetism could possibly account for them they must have been 
produced by other, normal means.
One may not agree with Tay lor ’s conclusions but the problems are 
simple. The wavelengths which could carry the necessary 
information are readily detectable and easy to produce or to block.
Yet there is no evidence that people emit such wavelengths in the 
quantity, or with the intensity required, that they respond to such 
radiation when artificially produced, or that blocking disrupts ESP. 
There are therefore very few people who would support an electro-' . 
magnetic theory of ESP today.
But is Taylor right in concluding that the only alternative is to 
reject paranormal phenomena altogether ? A number of alternatives
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for a physcial channel of communication has been suggested, for 
example neutrinos or world lines (Nash 1963), cosmic rays, psitrons, 
or "miniaturised coherent graviton models" (Wassermannl979) or 
even "just space" (Tart 1976), but I do not believe that airy of these 
theories is workable or testable. It appears that there is, at least 
at present, no ready answer to the first question.
Gf course it is the view of many parapsychologists that the 
importance of ESP lies in the fact that no physical account of it is 
possible and that its existence proves the existence of non-physical 
systems of information transfer. The traditional argument has 
tended to be that if a physcial account of psi is impossible then psi 
does not exist, Beloff (1979) has recently argued that if a phys ical 
account of psi is impossible but psi exists then we must conclude 
that not everything can be accounted for in physical terms. This 
approach may extend to a dualist argument for a non-physical mind. 
Greatest among the champions of this view is J. B. Rhine who has long 
maintained that parapsychology exposes man’s non-physical nature 
(Rhine 1954,1972) and even that we should develop non-physical 
methods for testing psi (Rhine 1976).
This immediately raises the problem of how we can treat such 
suggestions. If by non-physical is meant something which does not 
interact with familiar processes in any way then the notion is 
hardly worth considering. Rhine believes that the physical and non­
physical interact, in which case it is hard to know what he means by 
’non-physical’ , how it differs from ’phys teal’, and how the term 
offers any explanatory value. This is not to say that ultimately 
this kind of approach may not work, only that for the moment it 
does not provide any kind of answer to our questions.
I think it is fa ir to say that there is no viable candidate for the 
mediating, information carrying system necessary for normal 
perception. The lack of any such system makes it difficult to
57
consider the second part of this question, concerning the coding 
within that system, but some general points can be made here.
In all known forms of perception information is coded in variations 
in input energy. Discrimination between stimuli is possible 
because those stimhli give rise to distinct patterns in that energy 
input. But for ESP there are more problems than simply the lack 
of an identifiable energy system. Let us take the case of a 
standard clairvoyance experiment in which subject correctly 
guesses the symbol, say "star" on an ESP card in a deck of cards 
inside an opaque envelope. In order for this information to be 
coded in a form allowing for discrimination the energy involved 
must be able to penetrate the opaque envelope and yet react 
differentially to the different symbols, and emerge with the patterns 
from each card not inextricably confused. Light could obviously 
not do this, the pattern from each card would interfere with the 
others, a point which was noted 45 years ago by Rhine (1934).
This prompts one to ask why we should expect any system to 
differentiate on the basis of inks printed onto card. You may 
answer that this is not perhaps the basis of the differentiation.
Perhaps the cards have been impregnated with the idea of star, 
perhaps with information by a person who previously looked at 
the card. But this begins to look doubtful when you consider that 
computer output seen by no one can act as an ESP target. In fact 
the evidence indicates that almost any kind of target w ill do as well 
as any other. What kind of encoding system can we imagine which 
could handle information leading to the ultimate identification of a 
star, from a printed picture of a star in black ink on a white card, 
the word 'star' printed out by computer, an oscilloscope display 
of a star, the lighting of a lamp labelled'star', or a person 
thinking of a star having perhaps decoded this from a printed list 
of random numbers. Perhaps such a system can be imagined out 
the problems are enormous and certainly, with the transmission 
system unidentified there is no obvious candidate for a coding system.
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The first question cannot therefore be answered at present. Can 
we leave it aside for the moment and try to answer the second ?
2. What sense organ decodes or transduces that information and how ?
Again there is no obvious candidate here. Without identifying the 
system carrying the information, or the way it is coded it may be 
hard to know what to look for and certainly nothing resembling 
any kind of sixth sense organ has ever been found. There have 
been occasional suggestions that various ill-understood bodies 
such as the pineal gland might be responsible, but there is no 
serious evidence to support this. Alternatively it may be 
suggested that like our sense of time or of gravity, our perception 
in ESP may be specific to a small part of the brain, as yet 
unlocated, or be generalised throughout the body.
A ll these ideas are unsatisfactory and there is no specific evidence 
to support them. However, 1 think it must be agreed that our 
inability to answer these questions should not be taken as an 
insuperable problem. We should at least proceed to ask 
further questions, leaving these in abeyance for the time being.
If, then, we assume that information arrives somehow, can we 
proceed to try to answer the last question ?
3. How does the information pass to the central nervous system 
and how is it processed ?
This is certainly hard given no knowledge of how it enters the sytem 
but various approaches may be possible. F irstly we could argue 
that there is an input system analogous to other sensory systems, 
in which case the answers can only be that the information is 
processed Ln a sim ilar way to other sensory information, but 
given no signs of such a system or such processing we could proceed 
no further. And I must admit that I believe it most unlikely, in 
view of the preceding discussion, that such a system w ill be found. 
Nonetheless it is a possibility.
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An alternative approach is to imagine that the ESP information 
enters at a higher level. Irwin (1978) argues that since ESP 
"apparently is not dependent upon any of the recognised sensory 
receptors" we should tackle the question of "the point of initial 
activation in the human information processing system".
Possibly with a detailed model of human information processing 
we could search for evidence indicating an answer, but here 
again some severe problems arise.
If we imagine intercepting the information as it is being processed 
on its way from any of the sense organs we should find that at 
every point it would be encoded in a different way. We may take 
vision as an example again. From the retina up to the cortex 
visual information is encoded in potential changes in, and firing 
rates of neurons. However, the type of information encoded 
varies throughout the system. For example, in the ganglion cells 
of the retina firing rates depend on illumination on a small area 
of retina. In the lateral geniculate: nucleus cells with similar 
receptive fields and organisation are found but there is also some 
integration of input from the two eyes and some cells coding colour 
information. In the cortex a much higher level of organisation is 
found., with cells responsive to simple forms such as edges, lines 
and corners presented to any part of the visual field. It appears that 
prior processing has extracted these features from information 
previously coded in more diverse forms in many cells. From 
even a most superficial consideration of the processes involved 
certain principles are clear. Peripherally the information is 
more complex, more redundant and specifics more closely the 
details of the input organisation. At higher levels a different 
organisation is imposed, features are extracted from the input, 
models are constructed and information on shape, position and 
movement is relayed to appropriate areas for further use.
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Now how can we imagine ESP information entering this system ?
Let us take the example of a star on an ESP card again. Only at 
the highest levels would we expect to find any information 
corresponding to the idea of a star, but if the information 
entered at these levels it would have by-passed almost the entire 
perceptual system and we would be unlikely to refer to the 
process as perception (and such a notion raises other problems to 
be discussed below). If the input information were to enter at any 
lower level it would have to be encoded in a way appropriate to that 
level in that system i it were to lead ultimately to the response 
’star© This would mean complex encoding in ways sim ilar to that 
carried out in the input stages of whichever system were involved.
It is extremely hard to,imagine that information from a card in a 
pack, however transmitted, could break into the perceptual system 
in such a way that the subsequent processing it would undergo 
could lead correctly to the response ’star© Indeed, I think it 
has to be argued that relevant preliminary processing would be 
required and it would be hard to answer where and how this could 
take place.
The problems here are sim ilar to those described for the encoding 
of the information prior to transmission. In the case of telepathy 
we might suggest that prior processing takes place in one 
individual, and the results of that processing are what is transmitted. 
In some cases of clairvoyance we may even argue that this occurs, 
but in the example where no one has had access to the targets this 
could not occur and it seems impossible that any prior processing 
could have taken place.
It should be noted here that this argument, and other previous 
arguments, depend on the assumption that pure clairvoyance does 
exist, It might be possible to challenge this assumption but many 
apparently successful experiments have used pure clairvoyance 
paradigms and at this point it would seem unreasonable to attack
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this, rather than any other common tenet in parapsychology, 
simply because it presents a very real problem for understanding 
ESP.
Returning to this problem, it is perhaps salutory to note that this, 
like so many others in psychical research, was recognised over 
75 years ago by F. W, H. Myers. He says (Myers 1903 Vol 11 p 518) 
"The knowledge which is received by telepathy is knowledge which 
has been already worked up, so to say, into manageable form in 
another mind. Is it possible that this power of spiritual perception 
can be still further extended ? that the human spirit can absorb 
knowledge without the aid either of its own bodily senses or of 
other minds ?" Replace the word ’knowledge’ by ’ information’ , 
’worked up’ by 'coded' and 'spiritual' by 'extrasensory' and the 
question is as pertinent today as it was then, and, 1 believe, it 
makes it impossible to find meaningful answers to the last of our 
questions.
To summarise, there is no evidence for an extra input system 
for ESP and many reasons why such a system is unlikely to exist.
It does not seem to make sense to suggest that information could 
break into any of the known perceptual systems at an intermediary 
level since the problems of coding that information are too great. 
Alternatively, if the information arrives at a higher level, totally 
by-passing all perceptual processing then we could not meaningfully 
refer to ESP as a form of perception. In fact it appears that the 
attempt to understand ESP as a form of perception must fail.
A series of simple questions, which could be asked of any 
perceptual system, have been asked of ESP and no meaningful 
answers have been found.
In conclusion, 1 have suggested that the importance of ESP to 
psychology lies in the fact that it challenges many of that discipline's
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most fundamental assumptions. However, this does not mean that 
the two must be incompatible and I have tried to examine whether 
ESP can be fitted into contemporary cognitive psychology.
The first approach taken was to ask whether ESP can be seen as 
a form of perception. The conclusion was that it cannot.
The attempt w ill now have to turn to other processes, and in 
particular, memory.
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C H A P T E R  3
ESP AS MEMORY : THEORIES AND PROBLEMS
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I have argued that when ESP occurs information is necessarily 
made available to the percipient, even though that information 
may never be expressed in conscious form and may emerge in 
any kind of response. This gives ESP a superficial resemblance 
to perception but more detailed consideration shows that the 
resemblance goes no further. It appears unlikely that the 
information acquired through ESP enters the system in any way 
analogous to the other senses but it could perhaps enter some 
other way, at a higher level. In this case the comparison would 
no longer be with perception. One suggestion is that, through 
some unspecified mechanism, the information enters the cognitive 
system in the same way as do memories.
This idea gains considerable support from the many sim ilarities 
between ESP and memory. As long ago as 1890 W illiam James 
remarked on the minuteness of the memory of Mrs Piper9s control 
and in 1903 Myers discussed the suggestion that spirits could 
manipulate the memory of sensitives. There are also notable 
sim ilarities between various spontaneous phenomena and memory. 
For example, in the case of hauntings it may appear as though 
a place has a memory and stores information about events that 
took place there long ago, or that someone who sees a ghost 
is ©remembering9 the actions of a person long since dead.
Mediums and sensitives often use a technique called psychometry, 
by which they take an object belonging to a person, or long 
associated with him, and from it derive information about him, or 
the events in which the object was involved. This too may appear 
as though objects have a "memory©
The aura often seen around people by sensitives has also been 
considered as a kind of store of memories. From  looking at 
the aura, which appears as a coloured halo around the body, the 
sensitive may derive all sorts of details about a person’s life.
The theosophists (see Besant and Leadbeater 1901) believed that
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the aura contained Thought form s' which were created by mental 
activity but then persisted independently. As well as being 
visible, thought forms could affect other people and events and 
so could be seen as involved in both ESP and in memory.
Retrocognition, although relatively rare, may also appear to 
be a form of paranormal memory, and Nash (1963) suggested 
that the same process is involved in both. Perhaps the most 
commonly reported form of retrocognition is the vision of battles 
fought long ago. Through several centuries people have reported 
becoming involved in, hearing or seeing fighting, on a spot where 
a battle was fought, such stories being reported from the sixteenth 
century to the present day (McHarg 1978).
Although retrocognition seems more directly related to memory, 
precognition has also often been described as like 'remembering 
the future'. Louisa Rhine, in a study of spontaneous precognition 
experiences reported that many subjects described their experience 
in these terms. There have also been various theories relating 
precognition to memory. For example Dunne (1927) studied 
precognitive dreams and found a symetrical relationship between 
dream elements relating to the immediate past and future. On 
the basis of this symmetry he developed his notion of serial time. 
Orme (1969,1974) also described a model of time in which he 
saw memory as communication from the past and precognition 
communication from the future part of the same organisation.
Of course, many interpretations of these types of phenomena 
are possible. I mention them only because of 5he indications of 
a relationship between memory and-paranormal phenomena.
More specific resemblances between ESP and memory have also . co  
been noted. For example Schmeidler (1944) examined position 
effects in a series of sheep/goat experimnts and found that they 
resembled similar effects in memory tasks. Both show a U~ 
shaped curve of performance against trials, with better performance
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at the beginning of a run (the fam iliar decline effect in ESP) and 
terminal salience at the end. Other resemblances she noted 
included the sim ilarity between lapses of memory, or slips of 
the tongue and psi-missing, both showing signs of unconscious 
resistance. She concluded that the resemblances between ESP 
and memory were probably due to a factor common to both, 
that is the subject's motivation.
Pratt (1949) also discussed the sim ilarity between position effects 
in psi and in learning tasks. He noted the common U-shaped 
curve and also showed that psi and learning scores change shape 
in the same way as the success level increases. He suggested 
that psi and memory may have a common psychic origin.
Roll (1959) directly compared memory and ESP. Subjects completed 
one run of a memory test and three of ESP, each with 25 ESP cards. 
For the memory tests he found the usual U-shaped curve but for 
the ESP runs he found highest scoring at the beginning of the run 
but no terminal salience.
Given all these indications that ESP may resemble memory it is 
not surprising to find several theories explicitly relating the two. 
Perhaps the earliest was the "Psychic ether hypothesis" suggested 
by H.H. Price (1939). According to this hypothesis ideas or 
images are produced by mental acts but then tend to persist 
independently, forming an ether of images or ’psychic ether’ .
These images have material and non-material aspects and by 
virtue of their causal properties can affect any mind, so accounting 
for telepathy. In addition they form a persisting ether about a 
place, so accounting for hauntings, as a form of deferred 
telepathy.
The relevance of this theory to memory is that it suggests that 
images persist independently of their creator, a sort of shared 
memory independent of the brain, i ts major limitation is that it
can account only for telepathy and not clairvoyance. The 
printed target sheet produced by computer would not be expected 
to have a psychic ether since no-one created the relevant images 
for it. Accordingly clairvoyance should not be possible on this 
hypothesis. Another serious problem is that the hypothesis is 
barely testable. There is no suggested means for detecting 
the psychic ether and no specific predictions about how it 
should behave. This severely limits the usefulness of the 
hypothesis but the central idea may be off interest and reappears 
in other theories.
One such is Whateley Carington"s "association theory of telepathy" 
(Carington 1945). This suggests that "psychons" are ideas or 
images created by thought but linked by lasting associations 
which are not dependent on the individual who initiated them.
These associations may then be utilised by anyone and so telepathy 
can occur. Carington suggested that when a person thought of a 
particular object other ideas associated with it would arise. 
Telepathy took place through the use of such associations and 
therefore was aided by a common object, which he called a 
"I<-object". Thus telepathy would be expected to be most 
effective when both agent and percipient shared a K-object.
This theory also has drawbacks. Again it does not account for 
clairvoyance since no psychons are produced by a piece of paper 
or a shuffled deck of cards. It is also hard to test, although 
the central idea of the K-object can and has been tested.
Roll (1966a,b) carried out tests with Token objects* which could 
be construed as K-objects, but he intended the experiments to 
test his psi field theory (Roll 1964)
The psi field theory was based on the same central idea as those 
o f Price and Carington but was intended to account for clairvoyance
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as well as telepathy. Roll described his theory in a series of 
postulates. These describe the ’psi fie ld ’ associated with objects 
or physical fields, and the way that physical and mental events 
produce isomorphic representations of themselves in those fields.
Most importantly these representations persist after the events 
that formed them have terminated. Other postulates describe 
how the psi fields interact with one another, reproducing themselves 
in other fields, psi or physical. Energy is conserved in exchanges 
and the probabilities of interaction are determined by such 
factors as the nature of intermediary psi fields, and the degree of 
isomorphism between the two psi fields. This is in turn 
determined by the frequency and recency of previous interactions.
The essence of the theory seems to be that all objects possess a psi 
field which stores information about the events in which that 
object participates. ESP occurs when these fields Interact.
No mind is required to create the fields since physical as well as 
mental events can do this.
Roll tried to test his theory with token object matching tests (Roll 1966a, b) 
based on the method of psychometry often used by mediums and 
sensitives. In a typical test a subject was presented with 
several identical objects to pair with a set of target objects.
Some pairs had been kept by people for some time and would be 
expected to have acquired matching psi fields. Other pairs 
had been left in a box. No differences suggesting an effect of 
the association with a person were found.
The importance of this theory here is that it suggests that
information may be stored without a brain or mental activity
being involved and yet that information can be retrieved by any 1
person. It implies a kind of external memory and, like Price ’s
and Carington’s theories, appears to make sense of such phenomena
as hauntings and psychometry.
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However, it also has its drawbacks. The formulation of the psi 
field depends on the notion of the fields of two objects acquiring 
isomorphic representations of the physical or mental events 
in which they participate. This alone raises enormous difficulties. 
The first is, what is an event ? Surely the world is ordered 
into events and objects by human perception, not by some intrinsic 
definition of 'an event*. Is one billiard ball striking another 
to be the 'event', or the game of billiards, the party at which 
it took place, or perhaps the individual interactions of the atoms 
involved T. The psi field theory does not define the term 'event* 
on which it depends.
A second problem is the notion of an isomorphic representation.
Are all details of the event copied ? If so one would expect 
a complete replica of the event which, among other problems, 
would provide a very great amount of confusing information 
in the psi field which would not make for simple interactions 
with other fields, leading to ESP. Alternatively representations 
of only relevant details might be made. If so who or what 
determines which details ? ’The,..same questions can be asked of' 
the 'psychons* of Carington's theory or the sensa and images 
in the 'psychic ether*. Neither theory makes clear the units 
on which it depends, and any attempt to do so meets with 
difficulties.
Finally, for Roll's theory, there is the problem of the equation 
of physical and mental events. To propose that both affect an 
object's psi field is to propose two very different things. In the 
physical event the object directly participates but the mental 
event may concern an object a thousand miles away, or even an 
imaginary object. This raises a new problem of how a distant 
field is affected by a mental event.
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It seems that in the attempt to encompass clairvoyance the value 
of the older theories, in relying on a human Creator of ’psychons* 
or images, has been lost, and greater problems created. We 
may refer back to the argument discussed in the last chapter. 
Where another person can carry out preliminary processing of 
information, or in Myers* terms "working up’ of knowledge, 
many problems are circumvented, but if clairvoyance is to be 
accomodated this cannot occur and the problems remain. The 
psi field theory does not solve these problems.
F inally, although it attempts to account for both telepathy and 
clairvoyance this theory is again hard to test. The defined 
properties of the psi field do not lead to clear predictions and 
those it does predict, such as the efficacy.of a token object, 
do not allow it to be distinguished from the earlier theories. 
However, it is again of interest here in that it depends on the 
central idea of associations lasting independently of any specific 
person.
Roll (1979) has more recently described a related theory of 
psi structures, according to which organism and environment 
are part of one structure and the memories and dispositions 
of the organism may be found in the physical systems of the 
environment. When a person has been in contact with an object 
the two remain *psi contiguous’ after they have spatially separated. 
It is to be hbped that Roll w ill elaborate this theory further, but 
as it stands, viewing two separated objects as part of one 
system does not answer any questions about the mechanisms 
maintaining the psi contiguity, and this theory faces the same 
problems as those already discussed.
A rather different kind of theory was described by Marshall (1960). 
He suggested that for complex structures such as brains those 
which are sim ilar tend to become more similar, affected by an 
’eidopoic influence’ . Telepathy occurs because of this effect and
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obviously is more effective when two peoples' thoughts or brain 
states are more similar. The relevance of this theory for 
memory is firstly that the 'resonance* between sim ilar brains 
leads to a kind of group mind and secondly that Marshall 
suggested that just as telepathy occurs by the resonance of two 
brains, so memory occurs by the resonance of one brain with 
a past state of itself.
This theory suffers from serious problems. It depends 
crucially on the concepts of complexity and sim ilarity, but these 
are not defined within the theory, which means that the effect 
la not testable. Indeed, the concept of sim ilarity between 
different thoughts is not one which can be treated as self-evident 
and made the basis of a theory like this. It raises nmny difficult 
questions which w ill be discussed below.
Nash (1963) also proposed a link between memory and ESP when 
he suggested that both depend on information transmitted by 
means of the world lines of the particles involved. He suggested 
that memory is "autoscopic retrocognition by means of the 
World lines of particles in the brain ". I think that this 
hypothesis can be dismissed on the grounds that Nash is 
using the de&hiiptEon of a particle’ s life as though it were some 
sort of telegraph line along which information could travel.
I f information did travel in this way it too would be described 
by a world line.
Four theories of ESP and several other hypotheses have now 
been considered, all of which have an important common 
basis. They all suggested that the storage of information, as 
in memory, need not be confined to physical changes in one 
person's brain. Instead they suggested a variety of ways in x 
which information from the past might be obtained. These 
include the transfer of information from the past without a store
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such as by Marshall, Dunne or Orme, or specific structures 
which store information other than in a brain, such as the 
thought forms of the theosophists, Price's psychic ether, 
Carington's associations or Roll's psi field.
One can step further from any of these suggestions to the idea 
that memory storage itself depends on some kind of paranormal 
storage. Roll (1966c) has called this the 'psi-trace theory of 
memory’*. It suggests that just as other physical objects store 
information made available to people in hauntings or psychometry, 
so the brain acts as the token object in memory. Memory and 
ESP can then be seen as identical processes. Both involve the 
retrieval of information from the same store. The only difference 
lies in the origin of the memories.
Of course to make any of these suggestions is to go dramatically 
against a fundamental assumption of psychology, that is, that the 
only information a person can remember is that which he himself 
acquired and stored in his own nervous system. One may wish 
to argue that this assumption is in any case too narrow and in 
need of revision to accomodate the existence of psi. However, 
there is involved not only the issue of overthrowing this 
assumption but a serious psychological problem which arises 
in doing so. In fact all the theories discussed so far can be seen 
as struggling with this problem which can be summarised in the 
following question "How did the information acquired become 
meaningful to the percipient ?"
We may reasonably assume that the world is not intrinsically 
divided into events, objects, or ideas, but that it is the human 
system processing the information available to it, that creates 
these categories and orders its own world. We know that in 
perception the system extracts and builds objects and events 
and orders them within a growing and developing structure.
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We have already seen the problems of trying to by-pass this 
processing with a paranormal input system. The same 
situation is apparent for memory. Our own memories make 
sense to us because they have been ordered and categorised 
within the same system which is recalling them. Indeed 
contemporary research shows that it is precisely this ordering 
which is associated with improved recall from memory ( see e. g. 
Baddeley 1976). Many different strategies, including verbal 
and imaginal coding may be used, but it seems to be the 
organisation imposed which allows items to be recalled.
If information is then to be acquired by ESP and to appear as 
though it came from memory, or if the same process is involved 
in retrieving information from a paranormal store in both ESP 
and memory, how is the information to have been categorised 
or ordered into a form comprehensible to the system ? None 
of the earlier theories so far discussed could answer this 
question satisfactorily. According to Price, Carington and 
Marshall’ s theories someone else did the categorisation in 
creating the images, the psychons or the sim ilar brain state.
It had to be assumed that one person’s categorisation would make 
sense to another, but this would at least be less of a problem 
than having no way of doing it. It could even be argued that 
the inaccuracy of ESP is due to differences in coding and that 
people who know each other well are better at ESP because of 
more sim ilar coding. But these theories could not account for 
clairvoyance. Roll's theory attempted to account for 
clairvoyance but could provide no answer to the question of how 
information in the psi field of, say, a pack of cards, becomes 
meaningful to the percipient.
We may now ask how these theories compare with the perceptual 
model of ESP. They all claim that rather.ihani information 
entering as though through the senses, it is available in some way
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to the memory. In postulating this they appear to avoid all 
those problems already discussed such as how the information 
is transmitted, coded and decoded. However, this advantage 
may be illusory. They only circumvent these problems by 
postulating the existence of some new structure, a thought 
form, ether of images, psi field or whatever, which affects 
the mind of a percipient. But we1 still need to ask how this 
effect comes about and this may reintroduce all the same 
problems.
The idea of such structures may be attractive in that it subsumes 
both memory and ESP under one process, but it goes entirely 
against the assumptions of modern psychology and raises 
enormous difficulties. In addition, those theories which 
account only for telepathy avoid some of these difficulties 
but because of the evidence for clairvoyance even these may 
be inadequate and we have to turn to the other theories which 
face even more severe problems. I think it must therefore 
be concluded that although these theories provide a different 
approach to the understanding of ESP, they do not provide a 
great improvement over the perceptual model.
Since these theories faced serious difficulties, provided dubious 
improvement over the perceptual model and were hard to test 
it is not surprising that little research has been addressed to 
them in recent years.
This is not so of the only other major theory of memory and 
ESP, that is Roll's "memory theory of ESP" (Roll 1966c).
Roll proposed that "the ESP response consists of the percipient’s 
own memory traces and that the effect of the external (ESP) 
stimulus is to activate memory traces rather than supply new 
ideas or images". According to this theory there are no new 
perceptions occurring in ESP but only the revival of already
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existing memories. The theory can be seen as sim ilar to ideas 
expressed earlier such as Price's'ecphorising theory of psi 
cognition* (Price 1964). Price described this theory at a 
conference and there is no remaining copy of his paper, but the 
essence of his idea was that ESP is not an original source of 
ideas but involved the revival, or ecphorising, of memories. 
Similarly W arcollier (1939) suggested that the images appearing 
in telepathy come from the percipient's own mind.
Roll suggested that his theory made sense of many apparently 
unconnected discoveries about ESP and he drew a number of 
predictions from it. For example, on the basis of the laws of 
learning he predicted that ESP responses would be expressed 
in terms of memory traces that are recent, frequent and vivid.
He predicted that if the ESP stimulus arouses a memory trace 
then we should expect other associated traces also to be evoked 
(Carington predicted the same thing). He related this to some 
of the effects of guessing habits previously reported, for example 
in Soal's work with Mrs Stewart. Also Rhine (1953) attributed 
certain position effects to the possibility that the least 
interference from guessing habits occurs at the beginning and 
end of a run. Roll predicted that persons who are less prone 
to guessing habits should make better ESP subjects. Like 
Schmeidler he related psi-missing to parapraxes and suggested 
that psi-missing, like slips of the memory, should be found in 
conflict situations. Finally he predicted that the same people 
who have good memories should also be good at ESP.
It is these predictions which have promoted a great deal of 
experimental work, but the logic behind them may be 
criticised. These predictions, the problems they present 
and the experimental work based on them w ill be discussed in 
the next chapter, but before considering these we may look at 
the difficulties faced by Roll^s theory and compare it with the 
other theories already discussed.
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Apparently Roll intended his theory to be rather different from 
a perceptual model of ESP. At least, I believe this was implied 
in his two statements " What is experienced or expressed in 
ESP is not something "new" but rather memories of past events. ", 
and " . . .  the effect of the external (ESP) stimulus is to activate 
memory traces rather than supply new ideas or images. " (Roll 
1966c p 507). However, those statements are not easy to 
interpret. In terms of an information processing framework 
there seems to be no neat distinction between the old and the 
new.
A ll memories are View* in the sense that they are not exact 
replications of events experienced. A ll perceptions are to some 
extent’old in that they involve fam iliar aspects and comparisons 
with memory. When we perceive a star printed on a card we 
may see a ’new* star because that particular card is new to us, 
but we also need our knowledge of past stars and other shapes in 
order to respond 'star© © ' :
This also raises the question of the units Roll referred to as 
’ ideas or images’ . If he referred to such units as ’ star©
’wavy lines’ and so on, then clearly the concepts would have to 
be old for the percipient to be able to perform the task, and 
their revival would have to occur whether the task ware one of 
memory, perception or ESP. If the units were much smaller 
they would be likely to be old, such as letters in a word, or parts 
of a diagram, but if they were larger they might be unfamiliar. 
Does the theory imply that one could not respond by ESP to an 
unfamiliar word such as CARROCK ? Or could the memory 
traces for CAR and ROCK, with rules to relate them, be revived 
from memory, so solving the problem ? If so, the judicious 
choice of the units could always allow any stimulus to be 
constructed of ’old* parts. These questions are not answered 
by Roll’ s theory.
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These statements of R o ll’ s do not allow us to make a simple 
comparison.between his theory and a perceptual model, but 
clearly there are sim ilarities. Most important is that this 
theory, unlike the previous memory theories, needs a 
stimulus. Roll describes the "external (ESP) stimulus" which 
revives the relevant memory traces. The job of this stimulus 
is presumably to select the appropriate memories from 
amongst all those available. If it is to do this, the stimulus, 
whatever it consists of, must carry information, and in this 
respect it must be equivalent to the stimulus in perception.
This means that Roll's theory confronts all those problems 
faced by the perceptual model in terms of how the information 
is transmitted and received. Roll is prepared to let that 
problem rest, commenting that he believes that ESP stimuli 
may turn out to be comparable to known physical stimuli, such 
as electromagnetic radiation. Although Roll does not pursue this 
further it remains a problem for the theory.
Since the 'memory theory of ESP' shares these problems with 
the perceptual model we may ask whether there is any difference 
between them. If these is a difference I believe it is that a 
perceptual model of ESP, as I have interpreted it here, suggests 
an input through some kind of sense organ with subsequent 
processing taking place before any memory is accessed. Roll's 
theory suggests that the stimulus (with all the problems that 
entails) acts directly on the memory, by-passing input processing. 
In answer to Irwin's question (Irwin 1978) it suggests that the 
information enters the system at the level of memory retrieval.
In some sense it can then be seen as intermediate between a 
perceptual model, on which it enters as though through a sense 
organ, and the other memory theories, or paranormal storage 
models, in which it is said to be accessible through the operation 
of memory.
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)I f  this is the correct interpretation of Roll's 'memory theory 
of ESP', then a further important problem presents itself.
This is the, by now, fam iliar problem of coding. We have seen 
that in normal perception an input passes through many stages 
Of processing before it interacts with information in memory.
This processing serves to render the information into a form 
which is meaningful to the memory system. After such 
preliminary processing it may then be stored in various ways 
at different levels of processing, and may interact at any of these 
levels. In examples of recall in which an external input plays 
a less important role, any internal information leading to 
retrieval w ill already be part of the memory system and already 
coded in an appropriate form. But how is the input Information 
to become meaningful within the memory system on Roll's 
theory ? How is it to be rendered into such a form that it can 
select the correct memories for revival ? Using the example 
of the ESP card again, it seems that an enormous problem exists 
in trying to understand how the information on a card can be 
rendered into such a form that it can select a memory 
corresponding to the idea of a 'star'.
We can now see that in comparison with the perceptual model of 
ESP Roll's memory theory suffers from some of the same problems, 
those concerned with the transfer on information to the percipient.
It avoids others, such as the need for a sense organ, but it still 
faces a problem of how the input can be coded to make sense to 
the memory system on which it is supposed to act.
In some senses it can be seen as intermediate between this/ 
and the previous memory theories. These all involved a 
paranormal memory store with content available to any mind.
For this reason I have referred to them as 'paranormal storage* 
models. Roll's theory stays closer to normally accepted psychology 
with a normal memory store but introduces a paranormal method
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of retrieving information from  it.
This raises one last problem, of how that retrieval takes place.
Roll states "The mechanism whereby the appropriate memory 
traces are revived in ESP is, we may assume, the same that 
is used in normal perceptual and cognitive functions. " (Roll 1966c). 
But with this normal process taking place and a normal storage 
system one may wonder where ESP differs from normal memory. 
One possible interpretation depends on a two-process model of 
memory. James (1890b)suggested a retrieve-edit model.
Something sim ilar is expressed in the more recent retrieve- 
recognise model (see e. g. Gregg 1976). According to this 
model recall takes place in two stages. Information is first 
searched for and retrieved, using retrieval attributes, and is 
then recognised, or edited, using predominantly attributes such 
as recency or familiarity. In the case of R o ll’ s model of ESP 
we could argue that the retrieval process, that is the selection, 
takes place paranormally and the items are then recognised 
normally. This is certainly not the only possible interpretation 
of the theory but it is at least one which I believe is compatible 
with Roll’s various statements.
These problems have been discussed in some detail because 
it w ill be necessary to return to them when considering the 
many predictions drawn from R o ll’s theory and the attempts to 
test it. For the moment it may be concluded that R o ll’ s 
’memory theory of ESP’ is different from both the previous 
types of theory. However, it suffers from many problems of 
transmission and coding and cannot be said to provide a 
distinct improvement in that sense.
Finally, one more model of ESP and memory must be considered. 
Although she was not explicitly proposing such a model, Gatlin
(1975) found it useful in accounting for a statistical effect observed
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in data from the Pratt-Woodruff experiment (Pratt and Woodruff 
1939). This experiment was hailed as one of the best 
controlled and most successful ESP experiments of its time.
In a method called STM (screened touch matching) the subject, 
behind a screen, hung key cards of the five ESP symbols in front 
of him and then pointed to whichever he thought was the target. 
Meanwhile an experimenter, on the other side of the screen, 
lifted target cards from a pack and placed each on the pile 
indicated. At the end of each run a second experimenter took 
the key cards off the pegs and the subject put them back in a 
different order.
In 1961 Hansel argued that one of the experimenters could have 
produced the significant results without the other’ s knowledge.
The first experimenter could have seen the order of the key cards 
between runs and then, by watching the subject’s movements, 
see where he hung them for the next run. He could then misplace 
a few cards into the ’correct’ pile. Trying this out himself 
Hansel found it easiest to remember the positions of cards 
which had been at either end on the previous run and so were 
replaced on the pegs either first or last. From this he predicted 
a greater number of hits in these "E -p iles" than in the other 
"M -piles". He confirmed this hypothesis in the data of the 
highest scoring subject.
Much later the issue was revived when Medhurst and Scott (1974) 
found sim ilar effects in the data of four more high scoring 
subjects. Pratt (1974) argued that although this evidence was 
compatible with Hansel’s card misplacement hypothesis, there 
were alternative explanations. In 1975 Gatlin simulated the 
experiment by computer and tested a variety of proposed models, 
concluding that all were equally viable. What is relevant here 
ls that one of her explanations involves memory. Hansel had 
argued that the end cards were focussed on because they were
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easier to remember, but Gatlin suggested that memory might 
also play a role if the results were genuinely due to ESP.
Speaking of ESP information she says "Let us hypothesise that 
this information bypasses the control of consciousness and 
enters the memory banks where its retrieval obeys the same 
laws and patterns as any other form of sensory information 
retrieval. " (Gatlin 1975 p 233).
The model implied in this statement is rather different from any 
yet discussed. It suggests that information in ESP enters 
directly into memory. Presumably it bypasses not only conscious 
processes (which may be argued to be irrelevant here) but also 
all input processing which is involved in the storage of other 
sensory information, and would be involved on a perceptual model 
of ESP. It also involves no paranormal or external store and 
it is different from Roll's theory. Roll states that there is no 
new information in ESP, only the revival of existing memories, 
whereas Gatlin states that new information enters the memory 
and is then retrieved normally. Presumably in the former the 
ESP stimulus acts at retrieval, and in the latter it brings about 
the storage of ESP information alongside other memories.
This model is therefore distinct from the others but the problems 
faced are very sim ilar to those faced by Roll's theory, that is, the 
problems of how the information is transmitted and is 
appropriately coded so that the retrieval system can act on it as 
though it were "any other form of sensory information". This is 
the very problem which the earlier memory theories managed to 
avoid by postulating a second person who coded the information into 
psychons, images in the ether, or whatever, but these could only 
account for telepathy. Roll does suggest that in telepathy the memory 
traces of an agent may play a role, and that physical objects could 
store memories, but this is not crucial to his theory and Gatlin’s 
model makes no suggestions on this point.
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Many theories of ESP have now been discussed and compared.
A ll of them in some way try to relate ESP to psychology, but 
when considered from the viewpoint of information processing 
they can all be seen to face serious problems . I shall summarise 
here these problems and the ways the different theories try to 
cope with them.
If we go back to the simplest formulation of ESP the problems 
can be seen to concern (1) the source of the information involved 
and the way it is initially encoded (2) the way it is transmitted'
(in those theories which include transmission) (3) the way it enters 
the human information processing system and (4) how it is coded 
so as to become meaningful to that system. The various theories 
tackle these problems in different ways. The perceptual model 
suffers from problems at all levels and seems to offer no solutions. 
The many memory models vary. The first type considered 
were those involving some kind of paranormal or external memory 
store, the paranormal storage models. They are of two kinds.
The theories of Price, Carington and Marshall suggested a method 
by which information known to one person may be stored or simply 
tend to persist, and may be retrieved by another person. ESP 
and memory are seen as the same process on such a theory.
The advantages of these are firstly  that ESP becomes understood 
in terms of a familiar process, namely memory. Secondly the 
source of the information is another person who does the 
necessary encoding. Thirdly no transmission apparently need 
take place and finally, having been appropriately encoded in the 
first place no subsequent coding problem arises. One drawback 
is that the theories account only for telepathy. Also the lack of 
a transmission problem may be illusory and finally they are 
hard to test.
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The other kind of paranormal storage model is Roll's psi 
field theory. This proposed paranormal storage, but of 
information from objects and events as well as the thoughts 
of other people. In this way he was able to account for 
clairvoyance as well as telepathy but reintroduced all the 
problems of initial encoding and decoding, avoided by the 
previous theories. This theory is ,also hard to test.
The second type considered were those proposing that ESP 
information enters the memory system at some point. Roll’ s 
memory theory of ESP proposed that ESP occurs by the 
paranormal revival of memory traces. This theory did not 
consider the relevant problems of the origin and transmission 
of information and suffers equally from problems of how the 
information is coded so as to 'rev ive ' existing memories. It 
seems to have no theoretical advantage over a perceptual 
model but Roll did derive testable predictions from it (these 
w ill be considered in the next chapter). Finally Gatlin's theory 
suffers the same problems as Roll's, differing only in the 
point of entry of the information into the memory system. The 
information here is said to enter directly into the memory banks.
Having considered all these theories of ESP it is obvious that 
none is compatible with an information processing view of 
cognitive psychology. This view raises as the greatest problem 
the question of how information is coded so that it may be 
meaningful to the processing system. Neither the perceptual 
• model of ESP, nor any of the memory theories considered can 
deal adequately with this question. I believe we must accept 
that if ESP exists our present theories are inadequate to relate 
it to psychology, or to give a full account of how the information 
enters the normal processing system.
However, this does not mean that no further progress is possible. 
Roll drew many predictions from his 'memory theory of ESP* and
these have been tested. Although the theory suffers from serious 
theoretical difficulties it may still lead to progress if its 
predictions are testable. I shall therefore consider next the 
recent experimental evidence bearing on the relationship 
between memory and ESP to see whether it provides support 
for any of the theories or casts light on their particular problems.
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C H A P T E R  4
MFMORY AND ESP : THE EVIDENCE
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Modern research on memory and ESP began after the publication 
of Roll's 'memory theory of ESP'(Roll 1966c). Many of the studies 
I shall consider here explicitly set out to test this theory. Many 
others claim their results are relevant to it. I shall discuss 
these experiments in the light of both this theory and the other 
theories already discussed, and ask whether the evidence does 
in fact support or oppose them. The relevant studies can be 
considered under five headings.
1. Studies on the effect of associative habits on ESP.
One of the earliest of Roll's predictions to be tested was that 
associative habits inhibit the functioning of ESP. Roll made this 
prediction on the grounds that if a memory trace is revived in 
ESP we would expect other associated traces to be revived too.
He suggested that this might account for declines in ESP.
Honorton (1967) tested this by giving 12 subjects a list to learn. 
This could be either 25 ESP symbols or 25 letters from the group 
EJNQY. Subjects were then given two runs of clairvoyance of 
each type. He predicted that ESP scores would be better on the 
type of symbol not learned, i. e. which would have less 
associations. In a first experiment this was confirmed but a 
second failed to replicate it.
Pratt (1967) carried out computer studies of the data obtained by 
Soal with Mrs Stewart to look for effects of guessing habits on 
her ESP scores. One of his findings was that for those responses 
which she tended to make rarely, such as calling doubles, when 
she did make those responses the ESP scores were higher. Pratt 
suggested that this implies that memory habits can facilitate ESP.
This finding is of particular interest here because it subsequently 
became the crux of Stanford's negative response bias hypothesis 
(Stanford 1967). This simple hypothesis states that when a 
response is unlikely to occur (that is there is a response bias 
against it, or negative response bias) when that response does
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occur it is more likely to be due to ESP. Th is is based on 
the simple principle that, assuming a constant level of ESP, 
with a low probability of occurrence for a response the false 
alarm rate w ill be lower. The ESPresponses w ill be mixed 
with less errors and so appear more frequent. Detecting this 
effect involves selecting out those low probability responses 
for separate analysis. Overall ESP scores w ill not be affected. 
Stanford (1967) tested this hypothesis in an experiment with a 
radar screen divided into 36 sectors. The subjects, school 
children, were divided into two groups according to how many 
responses they made. Those who made few responses were found 
to have higher ESP scores.
This hypothesis is very widely applicable and has been tested 
in a great variety of experiments. Some of them w ill be 
discussed later, but of more importance here is the fact that 
the effects of guessing habits on ESP can be predicted on the 
basis of very simple principles. If a response is strongly 
determined by some factor other than ESP it is unlikely to be 
influenced by ESP. If it is not, then when it does occur it is 
more likely to have been due to ESP. There is no need to have 
recourse to a memory model of ESP to make these predictions, 
or indeed to any other model.
Also referring to associative habits, Roll suggested we should 
expect that "persons who are less prone to such habits than 
others are better ESP subjects" (Roll 1966c p 509). This too 
could be predicted on the basis of the simple principles outlined 
above. He also predicted that "We should expect that good 
ESP subjects are those whose memory traces have less rigid 
internal relations" (Roll 1966c p 509). Apart from the 
difficulty of defining or measuring the rigidity of internal 
relations, this too might be predicted on other than a memory 
theory. Finally Roll's central statement on associative^habits
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was that when a memory trace is aroused we should expect 
others associated with it to be aroused too. I think this would 
be so on any model of ESP. In normal perception or in 
remembering associations are evoked and may be expected to 
be sim ilarly evoked in ESP. This does not provide a clear test 
of the ’memory theory of ESP©
2. Tests of Stanford’ s ’Associative mediation hypothesis©
Another of R o ll’s predictions was "If the memory theory of 
ESP is correct, we expect ESP responses to be expressed in 
terms of memory traces that are recent, frequent and vivid"
(Roll 1966c p 507). On the basis of this Stanford hypothesised 
that frequently reinforced associations should more often serve 
as vehicles for ESP than less frequently reinforced ones. He 
tested this in a free-response word "association task. (Stanford 
1973). Subjects were given a 30 or 36 word list and asked to 
give associates to each word. The possible responses were 
classified as primary and secondary on the basis of known 
norms. On each trial either primary or secondary response 
was randomly designated as target. The target domain was 
specified and a response counted as correct or incorrect if 
it fe ll within that domain.
According to the negative response bias hypothesis it was expected 
that since subjects would be biassed towards producing primary 
responses, secondary responses should more often be hits.
This was confirmed. According to the hypothesis stated above 
it would be expected that primary responses, which are more 
frequently reinforced, should more often be correct than 
secondary responses. In spite of the apparent contradiction 
between the two hypotheses Stanford was able to test them 
together. He argued that Roll’ s effect should be seen mainly 
in those subjects who produced mostly secondary responses.
These subjects should be more accurate when they gave a primary
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response but the response bias hypothesis predicts that since 
subjects are biassed to produce primary responses they are 
more accurate when they give a secondary response. Biassed 
and unbiassed subjects were separated and it was found that 
subjects who gave few primary responses were more occurate 
on these than secondary responses, so confirming the hypothesis. 
Stanford concluded that the effects of Roll's frequency 
prediction were there but were attenuated by response bias 
factors.
In 1974 Stanford described his PMIR (psi mediated instrumental 
response) model, which is based on the idea that the individual 
uses psi to scan his environment and to influence it in accordance 
with his needs or dispositions. One prediction of this model is 
a generalisation of Roll's memory theory of ESP, that "PMIR 
occurs in part through psi-mediated facilitation or triggering 
of otherwise ready or available responses " (Stanford and Stio 
1976 p 56).
Stanford and Stio tested this by giving subjects a word association 
task and timing their responses. The ESP task, unknown to 
the subjects, was either to increase or decrease their reaction 
time. It was argued that on the 'associative mediation hypothesis' 
it would be far easier to speed up an already strong and fast 
response than to facilitate a weaker competing response in order 
to slow it down. If subjects succeeded they received a reward 
in the form of a pleasant and erotically arousing condition.
Failure meant entering a dull and uninteresting condition. It 
was expected that those subjects (half the total group) required 
to speed up their reactions to produce PMIR should succeed 
more easily than those required to slow it down. (Other hypotheses 
tested in this experiment are not considered here). As 
predicted the fast contingency group scored significantly higher 
than the slow contingency group and also the score for the fast 
group differed significantly from mean chance expectation. The
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associative mediation hypothesis was therefore confirmed.
Stanford saw this as a conceptual replication of the earlier 
(1973) study.
Although Stanford claims that this hypothesis is a generalisation 
of Roll's theory it is hard to say whether his findings support 
that theory. I would suggest that they are sufficient to argue 
that psi occurs more easily or accurately when the response 
required is one which is already well reinforced or occurs 
easily. However, I think this general finding, interesting as 
it is, could support a number of psychological theories of ESP, 
and not specifically one theory. Future research may serve to 
tie this finding more closely to theory, but as it stands I do 
not think it can be said to be evidence for Roll's theory.or any 
other.
3. Correlations between ESP and memory scores.
One of Roll's simplest predictions was that ”If memory traces 
are vehicles for psi impressions, we expect a person with good 
recall ability to perform well in ESP and, conversely, a good 
ESP subject to perform well in memory tasks". (Roll 1966c p510)
He gives many examples of special subjects who were reputed 
to have good memories. This prediction can be easily tested 
by correlating performance on ESP and memory tasks.
This was first done by Feather (1965, 1967). She gave subjects 
two runs of clairvoyance, a memory test for a list of 25 ESP symbols 
and then two more runs of clairvoyance, and found a positive 
correlation between recall and ESP scores. This study was 
complicated by the fact that the memory task was very hard, with 
some subjects scoring below chance on it. Rao etal(1977) suggested 
that ESP may have operated in the memory test as well, so 
complicating any conclusions drawn, since the correlation could 
have been due to ESP operating in both tests rather than to any 
relationship between ESP and n© mory.
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Many subsequent studies have tested the correlation between 
ESP and memory but mostly only as a secondary, or even post 
hoc analysis. For example Stanford (1970) tested several 
hypotheses in one experiment. Subjects listened to a story 
followed by a set of multiple choice questions. The ’correct9 
answer to these questions was randomly determined. For some 
the answer was given in the story, for some implied and for 
others it was not mentioned. According to the negative response 
bias hypothesis one-would expect that higher ESP scores would 
be obtained for those questions which were included in the 
story (when the’correcf answer was counter story) than for 
those implied or not mentioned, because memory for the story 
would produce a bias against them. In addition it was expected 
that subjects with a better memory would show a greater effect.
30 subjects completed the ESP test, a test of Incidental learning 
for the details of a room and various other tasks, not relevant 
here.
The results confirmed the negative response bias hypothesis,
When the answer was specified in the story other answers were 
more often correct (that is by ESP)than when they were not 
specified. Also when the answer had been given there were 
few counter-story responses when the ’correct9 answer was the 
same as that given, but more when it was different. High memory 
subjects obtained significant scores on all counter-story 
responses, while low memory subjects scored in the predicted 
direction but not significantly. Of most importance here though, 
is that on the crucial counter-story responses the high-memory 
subjects scored higher than the low memory subjects, but when 
no answer was given or implied in the story there was no 
difference. This led Stanford to conclude that memory, per se, 
is not related to ESP performance, but the effect is indirect 
in terms of its relationship to response bias. Thus although 
Stanford found a positive relationship between ESP and memory
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he attributed it to the indirect effect of memory in increasing 
response bias.
In a simpler experiment Peterson (1972) gave 28 subjects both 
memory and clairvoyance tasks using two different kinds of 
ESP symbol but found no significant relationship between ESP 
and memory scores. Kanthamani and Rao (1975a), in a study 
to be described in more detail below, incorporated an ESP 
test into the recall of learned lists of pairs of words, obtaining 
a recall and ESP score for each subject. They pooled data 
for 62 subjects from 4 series, correlated these scores and 
obtained a significant positive correlation coefficient of 0. 284.
(They give an associated t value of 2. 876 p < . 01 2-talIed. My 
calculations for their value of r give t = 2. 294, p = 0. 025 2CT>tailed, 
or z = 2. 218 p = 0. 027 2-tailed. However, this still shows a 
significant positive correlation between ESP and memory scores). 
However, this finding should be treated with caution since the 
analysis was conducted post hoc, and the data from four dissim ilar 
experiments were pooled.
Parker (1976) tested 40 subjects' digit span in an immediate 
memory task consisting of progressive learning of lists of 3 to 
9 digits. An incorporated ESP task consisted of placing the 
digit answer on one of two lines. Although overall ESP scores 
were at chance a significant negative correlation between ESP 
and memory scores was obtained (r = -0.347 t = 2. 28 p < . 05).
In a second sim ilar series a non-significant positive correlation 
(r = 0.107) was obtained.
Rao, Morrison and Davis (1977) carried out two sets of experiments 
in which subjects memorised lists of paired associates, of a 
trigram and a word (see below for further details). Some 
ostensibly recall trials were actually ESP trials and the results 
of each type were correlated. In the first set of seven experiments 
ESP scores were close to chance as were the correlations with
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memory scores and there was no apparent consistency in the 
direction of the correlations. In the second set, comprising 
seven further experiments, data for 118 subjects were pooled 
and (post hoc) a negative correlation between ESP and memory 
scores obtained (r = - 0.18 t = 1. 99 p < .  05'2-tailed).
Finally, in a sim ilar experiment Rao (1978) tested both ESP 
and memory for 25 pairs of a trigram and a word. 93 subjects 
were tested in three groups and a small positive correlation 
between memory and ESP scores obtained ( r = 0.18 t = 1. 70)
In addition the data fe ll into two groups, the first being only 
computer scored and the second hand scored first. It was the 
data from the second group which contributed most to the 
correlation. Rao discussed this difference in terms of a possible 
checker effect or differences in the subject-experimenter 
relationship. He also pointed out "Thus, the research has come 
full circle: no significant correlation in the exploratory study, 
significant negative correlation in the replication study, and now 
a suggestive positive correlation for overall results and a strong 
positive correlation for group 2. " (Rao 1978 p 176).
Whether or not one considers the correlation 'suggestive', 
these results clearly show that there is no simple answer to the 
question of whether memory and ESP ability are correlated.
Indeed the results of Rao and his colleagues confirm the confusing 
pattern seen in the previous results, that is, a positive correlation 
found by Feather (1965,1967), no correlation found by Peterson 
(1972) and a negative correlation found by Parker (1976).
What is one to make of these results ? One could conclude 
simply that there is no correlation between the two abilities, at 
memory tasks and ESP, and that the small correlations obtained 
were spurious (some of the problems involved in drawing 
conclusions from correlations w ill be discussed in Chapter 8).
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Alternatively the correlations could be valid, but the results 
obscured by other variables. Perhaps most important of these 
variables to consider is the type of memory task used.
Feather’s very difficult task of learning 25 ESP symbols in 
15-20 seconds bears little resemblance to learning paired 
associates or testing digit span. These task differences could 
be the cause of the varied results, although there must then be 
some other explanation for the fact that Rao and his colleagues 
obtained very varied results using the same memory task. But 
ignoring the latter problem for the moment, what task variables 
might be important ?
One possibility is task difficulty. If ESP can be compared with 
remembering it is like very difficult remembering. Therefore 
a harder memory task may provide a better correlation. In this 
context it is interesting to note that Feather’s task was very 
difficult and she obtained a positive correlation. This suggestion 
cannot account for Rao’s variable results but nonetheless it 
could easily be tested.
A second possibility is that a sim ilar ESP and memory task is 
required. This may mean using sim ilar materials, conditions 
or procedures. Although this is hard to measure it seems that 
those studies which used apparently most nearly comparable 
tasks did not produce the most consistent correlations. These 
are Feather (1965,1967), Peterson (1972) and Rao, Morrison and 
Davis (1977).
One final difference between the tasks may be whether they test 
primary or secondary memory. Irwin (1979) argued that R o ll’ s 
theory only predicts a positive correlation between ESP and 
measures of secondary memory, and that there might be no 
correlation or a negative correlation with tests of primary 
memory. The difference lies in the ways in which information 
is stored. In primary memory it is less deeply processed and
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represented in such a way that it can only be retrieved in the 
short term. Information in secondary memory has typically 
undergone detailed semantic processing and may be available 
indefinitely. Irwin argued that both Feather and Kanthamani 
and Rao used secondary memory tasks and obtained positive 
correlations with ESP, while Parker tested primary memory and 
obtained a negative correlation. The problem then is the varied 
results obtained by Rao, Morrison and Davis(1977) and Rao (1978). 
Irwin suggested that their task permitted use of both types of y 
memory,', in which case the varied results might depend on 
subject strategies. This suggests that better correlations 
would be obtained when subjects were forced to depend on one 
type of strategy only. This could undoubtedly be tested. Irwin 
also points out that we need to be more precise about what is 
being measured in the ESP test.
These possibilities may be tested in the future, but in the mean 
time I think it must be agreed that there is no proven correlation 
between ESP and memory scores. However, we must ask, 
finally, what conclusions might be drawn if such a correlation 
were found ?
F irstly Roll predicted a positive correlation between recall 
and ESP on the basis of his 'memory theory of ESP', but I do 
not believe this necessarily follows from that theory. If the 
role of the ESP stimulus is to revive, and in doing so to select, 
the appropriate memory trace then the maj or task of recall is 
carried out paranormally and there is no particular reason to 
suppose that the same person w ill be good at normal recall and 
this paranormal process. On a two process theory of memory 
we may argue that Roll's theory involves paranormal retrieval 
hut normal recognition. Therefore one would predict a positive 
correlation between ESP and measures of recognition, but not 
reca ll.’ This may be contrasted with Gatlin's model according
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to which both retrieval and recognition occur in the same way 
for memory and ESP, predicting a positive correlation with measures 
of recall and recognition. While this is not the only possible 
interpretation of R o ll’s theory i+does indicate that a positive 
or negative correlation between ESP and recall scores- is not 
necessarily evidence either for or against Roll’s theory.
Considering the other theories we see that a positive correlation 
is predicted by several. The perceptual model of ESP does not 
predict this but all the paranormal storage models do, since they 
suggest that identical processes are involved in ESP and in memory. 
This Includes the models of Price, Carington, Marshall, and the 
psi~trace theory of memory. Rao, Morrison and Davis (1977) 
argUed for a negative correlation on the basis of Bergson’ s idea 
that the brain’s selective processes act as a protection against 
recalling and experiencing too much. If ESP is seen as the result 
o f errors escaping cortical surveillance then better ESP would 
occur with a less efficient memory. But even this is not a simple 
deduction. Bergson (1911) attributed a selective process to the 
nervous system, suggesting that in remembering it selects the 
desired information from all that available. If all information 
is potentially available then random escapes through the surveillance 
would not lead to ESP but to confusion. For correct ESP some 
sort of selection is still needed. Therefore a better selective 
process may be able to select ESP information better as well as 
memory. This would lead to the opposite prediction to that made 
by Rao and his associates.
If a consistent correlation between ESP and memory were found 
it would not be obvious which theories of ESP would be supported 
or refuted. Indeed I do not think there is any theory of ESP so 
clearly formulated that it would allow definite conclusions to be 
drawn. Nonetheless, such a finding would be very useful. It 
would indicate whether there was a sim ilarity between the
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processes involved in ESP and memory, or in the factors which 
affect them, and this could provide a starting point. As it is 
the evidence is weak and contradictory and so not even this simple 
start can be made.
4. Studies using the recall situation as a psi-conducive state.
In 1974 Kanthamani and Rao developed a new method for 
studying memory and ESP which has been more widely adopted 
than any other. They argued that previous studies of ESP and 
memory measured the two processes consecutively. They wanted 
to study their interaction trial by trial, bringing the two as close 
together as possible. The basic method,, which has since been 
developed, consisted of giving subjects a memory task and 
incorporating an ESP test into the recall phase. They hypothesised 
that ESP would occur differently on recall-correct and recall- 
wrong trials. In the first study four series were conducted.
Subjects learned 20 pairs of words and when recalling them were 
asked to circle which of the pair they thought was target. A 
preliminary series with 6 subjects gave overall psi missing but 
this was contributed mostly by the recall-correct trials, indicating 
a different effect of correct and incorrect memory on ESP. A 
pilot series used a sim ilar method and again there was a difference, 
butthis time significant hitting occurred on recall-correct trials 
and chance scores on recall-wrong trials. In these series, though, 
some subjects made their recall and ESP responses separately, so 
defeating the objective of testing them together. Therefore in 
the first main series subjects were asked to write the recalled 
word in either small or capital letters, as the ESP response.
Here again the recall-correct trials produced significant hitting 
but the recall-wrong trials only chance results. Finally, in the 
second main series subjects wrote their answers on one of two 
lines. Significant positive scoring was obtained on recall-correct 
trials and missing on recall-wrong trials. The pooled results 
for all series showed a strong effect of hitting on recall-correct 
trials.
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These data appear to show a consistent effect, but what does 
this effect mean ? Kanthamani and Rao argue that their results 
are . .  in line with the memory-trace theory of Roll (1966) 
Which, among other points, contends that memory traces of 
recently learned events serve as good vehicles of ESP. 11 
(Kanthamani and Rao 1974 p 297), The argument is that ESP 
occurs better on recall-correct trials because the items 
correctly recalled have better memory traces for utilisation 
by ESP. I believe this argument depends on an interpretation 
of Roll's theory which Roll did not intend, or at least did not 
express in his paper (Roll 1966c). Roll did argue that " If the 
memory theory of ESP is correct, we expect ESP responses to, 
be expressed in terms of memory traces that are recent, 
frequent and vivid. M (p 507). By this he presumably meant thaf 
information in ESP responses is more likely to correspond to 
recent memories. He also said that "memory traces are 
vehicles for ESP impressions ", (p 510), but by this I believe 
he intended only to rephrase his contention that the memory 
traces themselves are the ESP responses. The implication is 
always the same as his central statement that "the ESP response 
consists of the percipient's own memory traces . " (p 505).
This is entirely different from Kanthamani and Rao's suggestion 
that a recent memory trace for one item (say/i word) could 
carry with it (act as vehicle for) the ESP response for a totally 
different one (such as one of two lines). For this reason I do 
not believe that the results of these experiments support Roll's 
theory as they claim to do.
An alternative account for these results is also given by the 
authors. They suggest that the positive motivational state 
associated with correct recall may be conducive to ESP. They 
reject this hypothesis on the grounds that if motivation were 
responsible then psi-missing would be expected on recall-wrong 
trials because of the frustrating effect of failure to recall, but
99
this was only found in one of the four series. However, in my 
opinion this is not a powerful reason for rejecting this simple 
account of the results. As it w ill be seen, there is additional 
support for this interpretation from later findings.
I have argued that this method does not follow directly from Roll's 
theory and the results do not therefore support it. Nonetheless 
it may be a very useful tool for discovering more about ESP- 
memory interactions, especially in some of the ways it has been 
adapted and extended.
Parker (1976) adapted the method to an immediate memory task, 
a test of digit span. Subjects had to write recalled digits on 
one of two lines. In two series, testing 40 subjects, Parker found 
no significant ESP scores in the first, no significant difference 
between the results on recall-correct and recall-wrong trials but 
in the second, scores for recall-correct trials were slightly 
above chance and for recall-wrong trials significantly below mean 
chance expectation. She accounted for the difference in terms of 
her own relationship with the subjects.
Comparable results were obtained by Kreiman (1975) who gave 
subjects 20 word pairs to learn and asked them to indicate which 
of the pair was target during recall. In two series overall psi- 
missing occurred, contributed largely by the recall-wrong trials.
It is interesting to compare these results and Parker's second 
series with those of Kanthamani and Rao. On the one hand one 
could argue that they are in the same direction but that the below 
chance scoring confirms the motivational interpretation discussed 
above. On the other one could argue, as did Kanthamani and Rao 
for their preliminary series, that significant missing indicates 
a greater ESP effect than chance scores, in which case the results 
may be interpreted as opposing the conclusions of Kanthamani and
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Rao, since there was more ESP on recall-wrong trials. This 
contradiction in possible interpretations is not unique to these 
studies. It depends on the model of psi one adopts and raises . 
issues to which I shall return in due course.
A replication of Kanthamani and Rao’ s findings was attempted by 
Gambale, Margolis and Cruci (1976). They tested 24 subjects on 
a very sim ilar task. Overall ESP scores were not significantly 
different from mean chance expectation and there was no difference 
in ESP scores between the recall-correct and recall-wrong trials.
Applying a similar method in a different context Berman (1979) 
tested memory and ESP together In a science test given to 
Swazi secondary school students. The students had to use one 
of two symbols (one being target) in answering the science 
questions. They scored above chance on the questions they got 
wrong and below chance on those they answered correctly, 
yielding a significant difference. The results appear to be in the 
opposite direction to those obtained by Kanthamani and Rao.
It must be concluded that the finding that recall-correct trials 
produce better ESP scores than recall-wrong trials Is not 
supported by attempted replications or by other sim ilar experiments. 
However, Kanthamani and Rao were able to extend their findings.
In further experiments (Kanthamani and Rao 1975U)they introduced 
the variable of association strength. They argued that R o ll’ s 
theory and Honorton’s (1967) study suggest that formation of 
associative habits inhibits ESP. On this basis differences 
should be seen with pairs of low or high association strength.
Using a method sim ilar to the previous studies, 10 of the word 
pairs had strong associations and 10 weak associations. Each 
pair consisted of a word and a trigram. The ESP task was to 
write the word on one of two lines, the ’ correct’ line appearing
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inside a sealed envelope. In the first series mean ESP scores 
were above mean chance expectation and in the second significantly 
below. Overall there was, as expected, a significantly higher 
ESP score for recall-correct trials with psi missing occurring 
on recall-wrong trials. These results are sim ilar to those of 
Parker and Kreiman and again are compatible with the motivational 
hypothesis, the annoyance caused by failure to recall leading to 
psi missing. When analysed in terms of association strength 
it was found that subjects recalled more of the high association 
pairs but there were no differences in the ESP hits on the two 
types. However, the interaction between ESP and the recall-correct 
or wrong trials was more pronounced for low-association pairs.
Kanthamani and Rao suggest that their findings are in accord with 
R o ll’ s theory, but again I would argue that they do not follow 
directly from it. Roll did suggest that associative habits inhibit 
the functioning of ESP but he was referring to associations 
involving the actual ESP targets. Likewise Honorton used the 
ESP targets themselves in his manipulation of associations.
This is very different to Kanthamani and Rao’ s suggestion that 
the strong or weak associations between a trigram and a word 
can inhibit the ESP response to one of two lines.
Again an alternative account is given in terms of the effect of 
difficult material on attention and motivation, possibly facilitating 
ESP. This account seems more reasonable and indeed seems to 
be the one favoured in later work (for example in Rao, Morrison 
and Davis 1977).
Further experiments based on this method followed. Lieberman
(1976) studied the effect of varying the time interval between 
learning and recall as well as association strength on memory™
ESP interaction. He also compared group and individual testing 
but he did not find any of the expected effects and did not confirm 
Kanthamani and Rao’s findings.
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ITarary (1976) argued that the original technique confounded the 
memory task difficulty manipulation by separation of recall- 
correct from wrong trials. He attempted to distinguish the 
influence of task complexity and of other psychological influences 
by comparing two groups of subjects, one given a difficult 
paired associate task, the other an easy one. The ESP task was 
again to write the recalled word on one of two lines. (Other 
manipulations were included but are not considered here.)
Harary hypothesised that subjects learning the difficult word 
pairs would obtain higher ESP scores, but this was not confirmed. 
Neither were any of Kanthamani and Rao’s findings confirmed, 
and there was no overall extrachance scoring.
Harary argued that the failure of this carefully constructed 
and controlled study to replicate earlier studies might indicate 
methodological wealcnessses in these, or, more likely, the 
problematic nature of ESP. He advocated more basic research 
on ESP before exploring its relationship to other processes.
Another failure to replicate these findings was by Gambale (1976). 
He varied both association strength of word pairs and word 
frequency in a study sim ilar to those above and found no evidence 
for any interactions between those variables or correct and wrong 
recall and ESP. From  these two studies it appears that the 
findings on the effect of association strength on memory-ESP 
interactions are not easily replicable.
O’Brien (1976) attempted to extend the method into different 
memory tasks arguing that because of the differences in attributes 
utilised in recall and recognition the relationship to ESP'might 
be quite different. He used paired associates but tested memory 
in both recall and recognition modes. He argued that " , . .  
according to Roll’ s theory, one would expect psi hitting on all 
the recall-correct trials in the recall test mode and chance
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scoring on all trials in the recognition test mode. This latter 
expectation is based on the lack of retrieved (sic) attributes 
in recognition memory, which implies a differential trace 
utilisation in the recognition mode as compared to the recall. " 
(O’Brien 1976 p 2). I do not understand this prediction. F irstly 
I have argued that R o ll’s theory does not predict that the recall 
or recognition trial produces a psi-conducive state, the premiss 
on which this argument depends. Motivational'effects might 
mediate such an effect if it occurred but it is not a consequence 
of Roll’ s theory. Secondly, on one interpretation of R o ll’s 
theory, ESP involves a paranormal retrieval process and a 
normal recognition process. This could, if anything, lead to 
the opposite prediction to that above.
In addition O ’Brien varied word frequency. He argued that since 
common words are better recalled and low frequency words 
better recognised we should expect low frequency words to be 
more psi facilitative. He likened low frequency words to the 
low association pairs used in other studies, but it is again hard 
to see how this follows from Roll’s theory. In a pilot study 
the recall-correct, low frequency condition contributed all the 
evidence for psi and the recognition cord ition gave chance 
scores, as expected, but this was not confirmed in a further 
study. In any case it would be hard to knew what conclusions 
to draw from these results. In view of the suggestions made 
earlier regarding recall and recognition it is a pity that O’Brien 
did not report correlations between subjects’ ESP, recall and 
recognition scores.
A different approach was taken by Emmerich (1976) who utilised 
ready formed associations in the form of puns. In response 
to words in the puns and to words selected from a dictionary 
subjects were asked to give primary and secondary associations. 
Each could be written in one of two spaces, one being ESP target.
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It was predicted, and confirmed, that when a correct memory of 
a word occurred assecondary association it would yield psi-hitting 
but in the primary association-case results would be at chance. 
Several, studies have now been considerdd which, in various 
ways, investigated the role of association strength in memory- 
ESP interactions, but the varied and confusing results make it 
impossible to draw any firm  conclusions.
A ll the studies discussed in this section were based on the method 
initiated by Kanthamani and Rao (1974). That is they attempted 
to use a memory test as a psi-conducive situation. This might 
seem an unlikely proposal, but the idea was that it would provide 
evidence relevant to Roll's memory theory of ESP. I have argued 
that even if consistent results were obtained this would not 
support Roll's theory, nor any other memory theory, of ESP.
A sim ilarity of process between ESP and memory would not 
predict that the two should occur most effectively at the same time, 
indeed the opposite might be expected if the two competed for 
attention, fn spite of this, if consistent results had been found 
this v/ould have provided useful information about the operation 
of ESP. As it is, the results were not consistent or replicable 
and therefore do not allow us to draw any further conclusions.
5. Studies of! the nature of missing in memory and ESP
A new approach was begun by Rao, Morrison and Davis (1977) 
who argued that sim ilar psychodynamic factors may underlie 
both remembering and psi-hitting on the one hand, and forgetting 
and psi-missing on the other. In two sets of tests they investigated 
firstly  the relationship between subjects' ESP scores and memory 
scores (already discussed) and secondly "whether memory 
processing and ESP processing at the psychological level have 
certain sim ilarities " (p 173) The method used varied slightly 
but was basically as follows. Subjects learned paired associates 
consisting of 25 trigrams paired with one of 10 possible words.
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These words included some closely related to each other, like 
Ball and Game or Sun and Moon. The 25 trigrams were then 
intermixed with 25 new ones and subjects asked to give the 
correct word for each. Thus half the trials were memory and 
half ESP, with the correct word listed inside an opaque envelope.
In addition subjects were asked to rank, for association, each of 
the 10 words against all the others. It was predicted that the 
mean association rank scores for psi-hitters and missers, on 
those trials where they missed, would differ.
Overall ESP scores were close to chance for all the seven 
series of the first set. When subjects were divided into hitters 
and missers according to a less strict criterion, for the seven 
series pooled, hitters had a significantly lower mean association 
rank-score than missers (t = 2. 52 p < . 02) On a stricter criterion 
the differences were in the same direction but not significant.
These results indicated that on incorrect trials hitters tend to 
respond with words closer in their association to the target 
than do missers. This effect was attributable largely to the hitters 
responding with highly associated words. In a second, confirmatory 
set, the results were in the same direction but not significantly so.
It was concluded that there was a weak, but consistent effect.
When recall fails we may give an associated response, and it 
appeared that the same effect was happening in ESP. Since the 
effect was contributed mostly by the hitters it was argued 
that they picked an associated word if they failed to find the 
correct one, but there were no highly inappropriate responses 
for the missers to demonstrate the opposite effect.
Rao, Morrison, Davis and Freeman (1977) attempted to replicate 
this study hypothesising that hitters and missers would differ in 
their responses in both incorrect ESP and memory trials. They 
used the same procedure as before, but college students rather
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than high school students as subjects. The results failed to 
replicate those of the previous study. Hitters and missers 
did not differ in their mean association rank scores. However, 
further analysis showed that subjects tended to respond in 
sim ilar ways on memory and ESP misses. Those who produced 
closely associated responses in the ESP test tended to do the 
same in the memory test and vice versa. (It should be noted 
though, that this conclusion rests on a sign test giving p = 0. 052 
2-tailed.) In the light of this finding the results of the previous 
study were reanalysed but no significant effect was found.
Interestingly Rao, Morrison, Davis and Freeman also analysed 
the memory misses alone to see whether subjects did tend to 
produce an associated word if they failed to recall the correct 
one. They did not. This is interesting because, in the first 
study, the claim that ESP and memory may involve sim ilar 
processing, depended on the assumption that in memory, as 
well as ESP, subjects would produce an associated word on 
trials where they missed. Since this did not occur in the 
memory test here, this casts doubt on the conclusions drawn 
from the first study. Nonetheless, the results of this second 
study show a sim ilarity, if only weak, between ESP and memory.
In the first study it was found that hitters contributed most 
of the effect. Therefore in a further study Rao (1978) provided 
deliberately non-associated or contrasting words to provide 
the missers with a chance to exhibit the opposite tendency.
The method used was sim ilar but only five words were used. 
These were Dark, Death, Life, Light and Self. They were 
paired with trigrams as before and, using a sim ilar procedure, 
and 95 subjects, the same hypotheses were tested. F irstly- 
mean association rank scores for hitters and missers, on 
incorrect ESP trials, were compared. For both criteria the 
differences were in the expected direction but not significantly
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so. However, it did appear that this time the missers 
contributed more to the small difference, indicating that the
choice of words may have had some effect. Secondly, subjects’ 
mean association rank scores for ESP misses-were compared 
with their scores on memory misses, but this too failed to 
confirm the previous finding. (Data on correlations have 
already been discussed.) Rao concluded that the first of his 
hypotheses had at least been supported by four studies giving 
results in the same direction. He concludes that "This 
appears to be a weak but somewhat consistent relationship. M 
(Rao 1978 p 176).
From the results of these studies is again appears that there is 
no simple or easily replicable relationship between ESP and 
memory. But if one agrees with Rao, that there may be signs 
of a weak relationship, what would this tell us about ESP ?
Since it suggests a sim ilarity in processing between ESP and 
memory it is not to be expected on a perceptual model of ESP, 
but would be predicted by all those theories which suggest a 
common underlying process for ESP and memory. This includes 
all the paranormal storage theories, and Gatlin’s model. 
Arguably it includes R o ll’s memory theory of ESP, although 
some hesitation is justified here since on this theory the 
selective or retrieval processes of memory are replaced by a 
paranormal process, leaving only part of the process the same. 
In any case, I think it is clear that this evidence could indicate 
any of several types of theory and much more work is needed 
to distinguish them.
I
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Summary
Five types of evidence have now been considered which are relevant 
to the relationship between ESP and memory. They were as 
follows:-
1. Studies on the effect of associative habits on ESP. It was 
argued that even though Roll's prediction gained some support 
the effect could be predicted in simpler ways without recourse 
to a memory model of ESP.
2. Tests of Stanford's associative mediation hypothesis. Stanford 
claimed that this hypothesis was a generalisation of Roll's memory 
theory of ESP. Although the findings support the hypothesis it 
was argued that in this general form it does not provide evidence 
directly for a memory theory of ESP.
3. Correlations between ESP and memory scores. The evidence 
on correlations is extremely confusing, with some studies 
finding positive correlations between ESP and memory scores, 
some negative and some no correlation. Suggestions have been 
made for ways to make sense of the data. However, it was 
concluded that the evidence is weak and inconclusive and even if 
such a correlation were established it could be interpreted as 
support for many theories of ESP and more work would be needed 
to discriminate between them.
4. Studies using the recall situation as a psi-conducive state.
With an ESP test incorporated into a recall task, better ESP 
scores were obtained on recall-correct than recall-wrong trials, 
but this finding was not confirmed in attempted replications. In
any case, it was argued that this finding would not, as was claimed, 
support Roll's memory theory of ESP. Extensions of this method 
to study the role of association strength failed to produce 
replicable results, as did other sim ilar approaches.
5. Studies of the nature of missing in memory and ESP. Rao 
and his colleagues found support for a weak, but possibly 
consistent effect showing sim ilarities in processing between 
ESP and memory missing. If established, this effect could
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provide support for several memory theories, but again 
further work would be required to distinguish between them.
In conclusion I would argue that there seems to be evidence to 
suggest sim ilarities between ESP and memory, but that evidence 
is weak and often confusing or contradictory. It encourages 
further investigation of memory models for ESP but in no way 
provides specific support for one model as opposed to another. 
What is needed is experiments designed specifically to 
discriminate between the different types of theory.
n o
C H A P T E R  5
TESTING THE MODELS
111
I have now considered insom e detail several models of ESP 
which relate it to the processes of memory and perception.
A ll of these models suffered from serious theoretical difficulties 
but it was argued that certain of the memory models had some 
slight theoretical advantage over the perceptual model. Assuming 
that these problems might eventually be soluble the next stage 
was to examine the evidence to see whether it supported or 
refuted any of the models. In Chapter 4 I reviewed the recent 
evidence concerning the relationship between ESP and memory 
and argued that, although a large amount of research has been 
carried out, the findings are so confusing and their relevance to 
the theories so questionable that they give little evidence either 
for or against any particular model. At the least, however, they 
provide some hopeful indications of sim ilarities between the 
processes of memory and ESP. But where should we go from here ?
I believe that all that has been discussed so far presents a 
dilemma. The main question discussed has been whether ESP 
can be considered comparable to other, ostensibly similar, 
psychological processes. However, it was clear that there are 
enormous theoretical difficulties in the way of comparing it 
with either of the two major contenders, that is perception and 
memory.
It may be tempting in the face of these problems, to conclude 
that ESP is impossible. But this would be a dangerous conclusion. 
Many phenomena have been declared impossible in the past.
One need only think of flying machines, talking robots, supersonic 
travel or television. The comparison may not be quite fair, but 
the principle is sound, that we should not declare anything 
impossible simply because it does not fit in with our inadequate 
knowledge of psychology. And in this case it would mean denying 
all the accumulated evidence which suggests that ESP does occur.
This, then, constitutes the dilemma, that theoretical considerations 
make ESP look extrem ely unlikely, if not impossible. No theory 
yet considered seems viable, and yet the evidence suggests that 
ESP occurs, and even points to some sim iliarities to memory.
There has to be some solution to this dilemma.
I believed that, in spite of a ll the difficulties, progress might 
still be made in the attempt to integrate ESP into psychology.
The relevant em pirical questions seemed to be the follow ing:-
1’ Does ESP resemble known cognitive processes ?
2. Which model of ESP best accounts for the facts ?
In investigating the first, more general question, it could be hoped 
that if such resemblances were discovered and explored, new 
theoretical possibilities might present themselves. In addition 
such findings would help to answer the second question in 
throwing light on predictions from  existing models. I therefore 
tried to design a programme of research which would compare 
ESP with both perception and memory, to try to find out how it 
was sim ilar and how it differed from  these fam iliar processes.
Accepting that the research may have to change in accord with 
any findings, I proposed to start with three approaches to the 
questions, beginning each with general experiments designed 
to d iscover sim ilarities between ESP and memory or perception, 
and proceeding to explore, within each approach, specific 
predictions from  each of the major types of theory. In some 
cases the theories are too poorly articulated to provide clear 
predictions, In others certain theories are not relevant to a 
particular question, and severa l predictions are held in common 
by more than one theory. Nonetheless there remain certain 
ways by which different theories could be tested and I planned to 
try as many as possible o f such tests.
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I shall describe in turn the three approaches taken, considering 
fo r each the more general question of how ESP resembles 
cognitive processes and the more specific questions concerning 
discrimination between the theories.
Experimental Approaches
1. E rrors  in ESP
A powerful method o f investigating any cognitive process is an 
examination of the e rro rs  in decision or action to which it leads. 
An obvious example is the investigation of erro rs  in memory, 
which can give clues to the underlying organisation o f storage 
(NormaM l 969) or to the coding strategies being used. For example 
in a verbal learning task confusions o f the words big and large 
would indicate semantic coding, o f rough and bough, visual coding, 
and of court and caught, auditory coding (Baddeley 1976). Visual 
illusions provide another example. Attempts to explain, say, the 
M u ller-Lyer Illusion have led to insights into the processes 
involved in depth perception (G regory 1970) and study of the e rro rs  
made in vigilance tasks casts light on the underlying attentional 
processes (N eisser 1967).
Numerous other examples could be given to illustrate the value 
o f studying errors . In the case of ESP errors  are, o f course, 
extrem ely common and this fact can be exploited by making use 
o f them. Since a great deal is known about the kinds of e rrors  
made in tasks using perception and memory, it should be possible 
to compare them with the erro rs  made in ESP.
At the most general leve l we should predict that if ESP resembles 
other cognitive processes, then the erro rs  made should be, at 
least to some extent, systematic. Perhaps subjects should tend 
to make particular e rro rs  in particular circumstances, or when 
they confuse two items there should be some discernible 
relationship between them. This is seen in other cognitive
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processes. I f  we forget a word we can usually produce another 
related word or, as in the case of the tip-of-the-tongue feeling 
(Brown and M cN eill 1966),we can say something about it. We 
may have access to some of its attributes such as its firs t 
letter or number of syllables. S im ilarly, if we make a mistake 
in identifying a word, a wild flower, or even a friend, it w ill 
usually be because we have confused it with ones s im ilar along 
recognisable dimensions. I f  ESP is like other cognitive 
processes we should be able to find sim ilar patterns among the 
e rro rs  made.
One series of experiments relevant to this approach is the studies 
by Rao and his associates already discussed (Rao, M orrison and 
Davis 1977, Rao, M orrison, Davis and Freeman 1977, Rao 1978). 
Subjects learned paired associates consisting o f a trigram  and 
one of ten words. The same words were ESP targets to be paired 
with new trigram s. Each subject gave association ranking 
scores for each pair of words and it was therefore possible to 
tell, when an erro r  was made, how closely associated were the 
chosen word and the target word. Rao, M orrison and Davis 
found that psi-h itters chose more closely associated words than 
m issers, on missing tria ls, but this was not confirmed in the 
subsequent studies. I f confirmed this indicates the kind of 
lawful, relations hip in e rro rs  which would be expected if ESP 
is like other cognitive processes. It was also suggested that 
a relationship between ESP and memory was indicated, but this 
conclusion must be treated with caution since the expected 
effect was not found in memory tria ls in the subsequent experiment.
Particularly relevant to the perceptual model is a study by 
Kelly , Kanthamani, Child and Young (1975). One exceptional 
subject (B .D .) guessed the identity of long series of playing 
cards, shuffled and taken from  a drawer out o f his sight. In an 
analogous visual task he was presented, tachistoscopically, with
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slides of playing cards and asked to identify them. Confusion 
matrices for the two tasks w ere then compared. A strong 
confusion structure for the visual task was obtained. F o r the 
ESP task the structure was very weak and was only extracted 
by the use of multi-dimensional scaling techniques, but it was 
found to resemble the visual structure, especially in the high 
scoring runs. This indicated, fo r this subject at least, a 
sim ilarity in processing between ESP and vision.
The comparison of confusion structures in this way is potentially 
a very powerful method but was not used here for three reasons. 
F irs tly  it depends on highly complex statistical techniques 
which, apart from  the work involved, may introduce doubt as to 
whether the stringent assumptions on which they depend have 
been met. (Indeed K elly  et al comment on this problem in their 
analysis© Secondly, this study used only one subject. I f models 
of ESP are to be tested more general principles need to be 
exposed, testing many subjects. However, it should be noted 
that any such approach depends on assuming that the erro rs  or 
confusions made re su lt . from  general characteristics o f  the 
ESP process rather than individual idiosyncracies. Finally,
Ke&iy e t al used playing cards as targets, but these, o r ESP 
cards, w ill produce confusion structures which are unlikely to 
be meaningful, or to give much clue to underlying processes.
F o r this specially designed targets are needed, perhaps along 
the lines of those used by Rao (1978). Bearing these points in 
mind it was thought preferable to test many subjects, to 
manipulate the relationship between targets and to use somewhat 
sim pler statistical techniques.
Having oitlined this approach, we may ask what kinds of erro rs  
would be predicted by the various models o f ESP considered here. 
F irs tly , if ESP is seen as a process analogous to perception 
with information input d irectly  from  a target, then we should 
expect the propertiesof that target to be important and the errors
made to correspond to confusions based on the perceptual 
characteristics of that target. F o r example, subjects in ESP 
tests might confuse targets which looked sim ilar. If this 
occurred then it would be possible to investigate which particular 
characteristics o f the target were most important.
D ifferent kinds of erro rs  would be predicted by the memory 
models. The most general prediction from  those which describe 
ESP and memory as the same process, is that erro rs  in ESP 
should resemble those of memory. Only R o ll's  memory theory 
of ESP leads to ambiguous predictions, in that it involves an 
ESP stimulus and therefore perceptual charactersitcs may be 
important as well. In general, though, we could predict that 
confusions should occur between associated items rather than 
perceptually sim ilar ones. I f  this were confirmed the details 
o f the relationships involved could be investigated further.
This general difference in the predictions of the theories can 
easily be tested. The method chosen was to incorporate into 
ESP tasks the opportunity for subjects to make specific types 
of e rro r, o r confusion. F o r example, associated targets and 
targets which looked s im ilar were devised and the numbers 
of confusions between each type were measured. I hoped that 
if prelim inary experiments showed a predominance of one type 
o f e rro r  it would be possible to examine further the variables 
influencing those erro rs .
The series o f experiments which evolved from  this approach 
is described in Chapter 6.
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2. Variations in Target M aterial.
When considering any cognitive process, the nature of the m aterial 
used affects the outcome. Some words or pictures are easier to 
reca ll than others, others easier to recognise. The attributes . 
o f stimulus m aterial affecting memory under different test 
conditions have been studied in some detail (see e. g. H erriot 1974, 
Brown 1976), The same can be said o f perception. Under 
imperfect conditions certain m aterial is easier to perceive or 
to identify. The threshold fo r hearing one’ s own name is lower 
than for other names, the quality, c larity and fam iliarity  o f a 
stimulus affects the ease with which it is perceived in a b r ie f 
exposure. Again the stimulus variables involved have been 
thoroughly studied (see Haber and Hershenson 1973) I f ESP 
involves the same processes as memory and perception then we 
should expect certain stimulus attributes to affect the leve l of 
scoring. The attributes concerned may not be the same as for 
more fam iliar test paradi gms but it would be reasonable to 
start by testing these before proceding to new ones.
There is a certain amount of evidence relating to stimulus 
attributes and ESP. Some of this was discussed in Chapter 1.
In general, early  studies, such as those by Rhine (1937),. showed 
little effect o f varying obvious target variables such as size.
Van Busschbach (1956) found that colours were more effective 
targets than either arithmetic symbols or words, but he failed 
to control for target order and in a later study (1961) found no 
effect. Van de Castle (1953) found that colours and ESP cards 
were better targets than numbers, letters or drawings. The 
reason for the effectiveness of ESP cards has been attributed 
to their re lative freedom from  guessing habits and Soal found 
evidence for guessing habits inhibiting ESP when he used animal 
pictures and letters as targets (Soal and Bateman 1954).
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Apart from  these considerations little systematic study of 
stimulus variables has been carried out, other than incidentally. 
Perhaps this is because they are generally thought to be 
unimportant. Certainly it is not the practice in parapsychology 
fo r authors to report in any detail the nature of the stimulus.
For example, when ESP symbols are used they may be bold 
black figures printed on white card's, sm all symbols typed in 
lists, o r the faint symbols from  a computer’s reperto ire.
They may be on individual cards, or on lists flat or folded.
Such details are ra re ly  thought to warrant inclusion in the 
experimental report.
These particular variables may indeed be unimportant, but if 
ESP resembles other cognitive processes, some attributes 
o f the stimulus ought to affect it. The various theories may 
give clues to those attributes.
F irstly , the perceptual model of ESP would predict that the 
perceptual characteristics o f the stimulus ought to be important.
F o r example, we might expect size, clarity or re lative position 
of targets to have some effect. These are precisely the kind 
o f variables which have already been shown to be irrelevant 
to ESP. However, this fact does not necessarily contradict the 
perceptual model, fo r if some new form  of radiation (for example) 
were involved, we might not be aware of the relevant variables.
A more general approach to this is to vary the amount o f information 
or redundancy in the stimulus material. If the process resembles 
perception then a stimulus with more information or more 
redundancy should be more effective.
In studies o f perception the subjects’ expectancies interact with 
the type of material. F o r example, a subject primed with 
m ote information about a stimulus, such as its position, whether 
it w ill be in upper or lower case letters etc, w ill be able to
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Identify that stimulus more quickly and accurately when it 
occurs (see Haber 1966, Neisser 1967) S im ilarly fa lse 
information may slow down responses. If ESP resembles 
perception we should expect s im ilar effects of set or expectancy 
on scoring levels. I know o f no parapsychological experiments 
varying subjects' expectancies or set for target type. These 
two possibilities were investigated in experiments in which 
the amount o f information in the target was varied and the 
subjects' expectations changed (7:1, 7:2).
The various memory models of ESP also predict effects o f 
different target material. The paranormal storage models 
of the type proposed by Carington or Price depend upon 
processing prior to the storage. That is, a second person, or 
agent, must create an idea or 'psychon' before it can be'picked 
up' by ESP. This leads to the prediction that better processing 
by an agent, perhaps producing c lea rer or more well-defined 
ideas, would make for more effective ESP. In addition Carington 
stressed the importance of associations. His theory predicts 
that if one person makes a strong association between two 
ideas, then another person, with access to the first, should be 
able to re tr ieve  the second. Assuming a close enough relationship 
between 'ideas* and stimuli o r targets, we can predict that if 
an agent learns pairs o f words, for example, then subjects 
presented with one of the pair should be more likely to choose 
the correct pair words than if the agent m erely looked at the 
pairs. In Carington's terms the firs t word would act as a "IO  
object".
An effect of agent learning is only specifically predicted by 
Carington's and P rice 's  theories, but it is compatible both with 
R o ll's  *psi fie ld ' thoory and his 'm em ory theory of ESP', in 
fact Roll (1966c) discusses the possible importance of the agent 
in ESP. Such an experiment cannot therefore discrim inate between
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these theories. Nonetheless, if an effect were found it would 
be evidence for a memory theory rather than the perceptual 
model , and it should be possible to proceed to more specific 
tests o f P r ice ’ s and Carington’ s theories. A lack o f an effect 
would weigh against these theories. Two experiments of this 
kind were carried out (7:3, 7:4).
Another approach is to ask d irectly  whether the same stimulus 
variables affect ESP and memory in the same way. Since a 
great deal is known about stimulus variables affecting memory 
performance (see e. g. Baddeley 1976, Brown 1976) this should 
provide fertile  ground fo r experimental comparisons. One 
couid vary ESP targets along relevant dimensions and determine 
the effect on performance. However, two problems immediately 
arise to complicate the issue. The firs t is that the effect of 
stimulus variables on memory performance is specific to the 
type of memory task. The second is that some o f the effect 
o f stimulus variables might be on the learning stage of the task, 
and this is obviously missing in the case of ESP. Let us take 
these two problems in turn and see whether predictions for ESP 
can s till be derived.
(a) The nature of the task.
For different types of memory task different stimulus variables 
affect performance. For example in free  reca ll and item 
recognition, performance is better with pictures than with 
concrete words, and worst with abstract words (Paivio 1976).
It appears that concreteness affects these tasks in sim ilar 
ways and it has been argued that imaginal coding, which is 
more likely fo r concrete items, occurs alongside verbal coding 
of words. A different effect is found with sequential memory 
tasks, that is one requiring memory for the order o f unrelated 
items. Here imageability or concreteness of items does not appear 
to affect performance (Paivio 1971).
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Comparing the effects of frequency in the language of stimulus 
words the so-called frequency paradox arises. That is, for 
free  reca ll o f verbal m aterial common vords are recalled 
better than uncommon words, but the opposite is the case for 
recognition (Gregg 1976). On the retrieve-recogn ise model 
o f memory this is accounted fo r if the re tr ieva l process generates 
more common words but the recognition process is more 
effective for uncommon ones, especially if the recognition 
attributes include recency and fam iliarity.
Considering just these two variables there is already a problem.
Do we compare ESP with any one type of memory task ? If so 
which one ? I would suggest that different types of ESP task 
are comparable to different memory tasks. Most interesting 
to note, is that in the usual ESP test, the requirement is to 
generate a sm all number of items, which are themselves 
unlikely to be forgotten, in the right order. This seems most 
closely comparable to the sequential memory task which is, 
unlike reca ll and recognition, unaffected by stimulus concreteness, 
and is a task rarely  used in memory studies.
More fam iliar tasks are variants o f free  recall, cued reca ll 
(such as paired associate learning) and recognition. Analogues 
o f these can be suggested fo r  ESP. F ree  response ESP tasks 
can be likened to free  recall. The task used by Rao, M orrison  
and Davis (1977) and that suggested here for agent learning, 
provide analogues of paired associate learning. As for 
recognition, I can think o f no common ESP task comparable, 
but I would suggest one in which subjects were presented with a 
large number of items and were asked to choose those they 
thought were targets. Interestingly, if we postulate a sim ilarity 
between ESP and memory, then this task might arguably be far 
easier than the conventional task on the grounds that recognition 
is usually easier than either reca ll or sequential learning. For
122
this reason experiments using this type o f task were carried 
out.
Returning to the effects of stimulus variables, we might expect 
to find that frequency and imageability affect ESP in different 
ways according to the task. Since the sequential learning task 
is least likely to be affected, other ESP tasks would be preferable.
I chose to use a recognition-type task and to vary frequency 
and imageability of target words (7:5).
Few previous studies are d irectly relevant here. Gambale 
(1976) used the paired-associate technique designed by Kanthamani 
and Rao, and varied the frequency of the words used. He found 
no effect o f this variable on ESP scores, but in any case it is 
difficult to know why such an effect should occur. In this method 
the words are not used as targets, as discussed above, but 
are used as items in a learniig task, the ESP task being to 
ring either the trigram  or the word in each pair at recall.
Possibly motivational factors might mediate such,an effect, but 
this method is not stric tly  relevant here.
Somewhat s im ilar is the study by OBrien(1976b), but he used 
both a reca ll and a recognition task as w ell as varying frequency. 
Again this study is not d irectly  relevant here since the ESP 
task was to w rite the recalled word in one of two spaces. The 
words themselves did not act as targets. The same can be 
said of Sargent's (1978) study investigating the interaction 
between visual imagery and psi. Both frequency and imageability 
o f learned words were varied and the ESP task was to w rite the 
letters of the recalled words in different boxes. No direct 
effect o f w£rd imageability or frequency was reported, but an 
interaction was found between subjects' visual imagery scores 
and word imageability.
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The only study to vary the targets themselves was reported 
recently by Kanthamani and Rao (1979). Using a standard 
clairvoyance method, they varied imagery, concreteness and 
meaningfulness o f target words but found no systematic effect 
on ESP scoring. Although this study varied the target words, 
the ESP task was different to that argued here to be most likely 
to show an effect.
These studies provide little  indication of any effect o f these 
variables, but only one used the varied words as the targets 
in the ESP task, and this used the fam iliar sequential-type 
task. It might be hoped that with the task suggested here, some 
effect might be found. But if such an experiment is to be 
carried out we must ask what predictions could be made on the 
basis o f the various theories.
According to a perceptual model we might expect frequency to 
be the major predictor of ESP performance. Since high frequency 
words are more easily perceived (Paivio 1971) we would expect 
them to make better ESP targets. Imageability would not be 
expected to affect ESP.
Theories which state that ESP and memory involve the same 
processes (Carington, Price, Gatlin etc) lead to quite different 
predictions. In general we should expect the same effects on 
ESP and on memory where the tasks are comparable. For the 
task suggested here we would expect low, not high frequency 
words to make better targets, since frequency affects recognition 
in the opposite direction to its effect on identification. A lso 
imageability should have some effect, with imageable words 
being better targets.
R o ll ’ s theory leads to less unambiguous predictions. The above 
findings would be compatible with his theory, but another 
possibility is that the paranormal re tr ieva l process does not
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utilise the same attributes as the normal process. This might 
lead to the prediction that frequency (relevant in recognition) 
would affect ESP, but not imageabiiity, although I believe 
other predictions are possible. Nonetheless, R o ll’ s theory could 
s till be distinguished from  the perceptual model on the basis 
o f the effect o f frequency. This proposed experiment could 
therefore provide a d irect test o f both perceptual and memory 
models of ESP. I f  this approach w ere successful further 
experiments could test the same variables in different tasks, 
and attempt to distinguish the various theories in more detail. 
These speculations, though, are somewhat undermined by the 
second consideration.
(b) The effect o f learning.
The effects of certain stimulus variables on memory performance 
have been compared with their effects on ESP, but an important 
difference exists between the two. In the case of a test of memory 
a subject learns, or is exposed to, certain m aterial and 
subsequently shows evidence o f having learnt it. The effect of 
variations in the m aterial used may act act at both the learning 
and reproduction stages.
In paired associate learning meaningfulness and frequency of 
the response item w ill affect performance more than of the 
stimulus item, but the reverse  is so for imageabiiity which 
affects the stimulus more than the response. Further indications 
that imagery affects learning rather than re tr ieva l are that 
instructions to use imagery mnemonics during learning aid both 
reca ll and recognition, presumably by importing imaginal coding 
(Paivio 1976). Detailed discussion of this issue is not relevant 
here. Suffice it to say that there are many indications that the 
coding strategy used at learning affects re trieva l performance 
and is in turn affected by the m aterial used.
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In the case of ESP, though, there is no learning and no input 
coding in the percipient. This has different consequences 
according to the different theories. On a perceptual model of 
ESP the input process is unspecified but there is little opportunity 
fo r  any input coding. We would not therefore expect variables 
which affect such coding necessarily to affect ESP. On the 
models of Carington and Price p rio r coding does take place 
but in another individual. There fore stimulus variables may 
affect learning in that individual but not necessarily the percipient's 
retrieva l. On R o ll's  'psi fie ld 'th eory  and Gatlin's model again 
no input processing is specified and on R o ll's  'm em ory theory of 
ESP* even re tr ieva l occurs paranormally therefore both stimulus 
and response variables may be irrelevant.
A ll this may be offset to some extent by the consideration that 
prior coding o f those items by the percipient may be related to 
the type of material. Where targets are words such variables 
as meaningfulness, fam iliarity  and imageability w ill already 
have influenced organisation within the percipient's memory. 
However, individual differences may be large, and comparisons 
with a single learning task almost meaningless. Therefore 
these models do not predict any effect o f variables which 
predominantly affect coding at the learning stage.
This rea lly  brings us face to face with the intrinsic problem of 
ESP, that without organisation and coding at input it is well-nigh 
impossible to see how information could be retrieved. Of course 
a partial answer is available on the models of Price and Carington, 
for at least they posit some form  o f coding, albeit in another 
individual. They cannot account fo r clairvoyance, but it may be 
worth considering that the presumed equivalence of clairvoyance 
and telepathy may be in e rro r. Experiments varying the target 
m aterial in GESP and clairvoyance conditions should lead to 
different predictions for the different theories. Carington and
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P r ice ’s models predict effects o f target variables in GESP but 
not in clairvoyance conditions. An experiment along these 
lines would provide an extension o f the agent learning experiment 
already suggested. This was planned but not carried out.
Returning to the other models we can now see that the target 
variables which affect ESP should be those whose prim ary effect 
is on retrieva l rather than on learning. Since there is evidence 
that frequency is important in retrieva l, especially in recognition, 
but imagery plays a greater ro le in learning, we should expect 
the greater effect o f frequency. This means that the expected 
effects may be lim ited, but even so, if effect were only found for 
frequency this would s till allow some discrimination between 
the models. I concluded that a straightforward test o f the effect 
o f frequency and imageability o f target words would provide 
data with which to test the models and carry the above arguments 
further. F or the reasons already discussed a recognition-type 
ESP test was used fo r the prelim inary study and the imageability 
and frequency o f the target words was varied. I hoped that 
the results o f this experiment would provide some answers on 
which to base further studies. This experiment is reported in 7:5.
The approach just considered compared the effects o f target 
variables on memory and ESP by assuming the effects on memory. 
A more direct comparison may be made by measuring the 
memorability o f targets used in an ESP experiment, in that 
experiment. The memory models of ESP would predict that the 
more memorable items should also make better ESP targets, 
for any subject. Subjects were therefore given a memory 
test and an ESP test in the same session and using the same items. 
These items w ere varied in frequency and meaningfulness to 
maximise memorability d iff erences. The memory test was reca ll 
and the ESP task the same kind of recognition-type test already 
mentioned. The number of times each word was recalled and the
127
effectiveness as ESP target w ere compared. This experiment 
is reported in 7:6. It could be argued that it would be preferable 
to have more d irectly comparable ESP and memory tasks. This 
was planned but not carried out.
A ll the above approaches have in common the aim o f comparing 
the effect of differences in stimulus m aterial on both ESP and 
other cognitive tasks. The complete series o f experiments 
carried out is reported in Chapter 7.
3. Correlations between ESP and M em ory ' ,
I f  ESP is like other cognitive processes we should expect to find 
correlations between ESP scores and other cognitive skills.
Many such correlations have been sought, but none is w ell 
established. For example, there appears to be no systematic 
relationship between ESP and 1. Q ., the most general measure 
o f cognitive skill. Such findings are not encouraging to the view 
that ESP resembles other cognitive processes, but here we are 
prim arily  concerned with predictions from  specific models of 
ESP.
Roll (1966c) predicted that ESP and memory ability should be 
positively correlated. The d iverse and contradictory evidence 
bearing on this prediction has already been discussed. It was 
suggested that the perceptual model o f ESP does not predict a 
correlation, but all the memory models predict a positive 
correlation. This position is greatly complicated, though, by 
task variables. It could be that previous findings were 
contradictory because they did not attempt to correlate scores 
obtained from  appropriate tasks. In spite o f the lack o f 
previous success with correlations it seemed worthwhile to 
investigate this further.
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It was argued that one interpretation o f R o ll's  theory predicts 
a positive correlation between scores on ESP and tests o f 
recognition, but not o f reca ll. A firs t series o f experiments 
therefore included tests of both reca ll and recognition fo r a 
word list and correlated performance with ESP scores. Since 
the recall-recognition ratio has been used as a measure of the 
superiority of reca ll over re tr ieva l this was also measured<(8;l, 8:2).
In an attempt to explore other memory tasks another series 
o f experiments included a test o f incidental learning. It has been 
argued that if ESP is like remem bering it is most like very 
difficult remembering, or remembering for which one has 
had ho opportunity to learn. A test of incidental learning is 
perhaps most closely comparable to this situation and may 
provide a better correlation with ESP. (see 8 :3 - 6 )
A lso, if ESP is like difficult remembering then we may expect 
better correlations when the memory task is particularly hard.
An experiment was designed to compare the correlations on two 
memory tasks differing in difficu lty (8:7).
In view of the previous discussion on types of ESP task, we may 
argue that a positive correlation can only be expected where the 
ESP task and the memory task are comparable. This has certainly 
not usually been the case, although the studies of Feather (1965) 
and Peterson (1972) are possible exceptions and Rao, M orrison 
and Davis (1977) used a comparable ESP and paired associate 
learning task. The fact that these studies did not provide strong 
evidence for a correlation may indicate that this approach is 
unlikely to be successful, although it does remain a possibility. 
Finally, Irw in (1979) suggested that the crucial d ifference may 
be whether the memory task measures prim ary or secondary 
memory. I f  this hypothesis had been published prior to these 
experiments being carried out it could have been tested d irectly.
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Nonetheless, some analysis is possible to determine whether 
this hypothesis is compatible with the data obtained here.
In a ll these experiments the simplest prediction is that according 
to any of the memory theories a positive correlation between 
ESP and memory scores is expected. No correlation is predicted 
by the perceptual model, but this provides no d irect test of 
this model since the lack of a correlation would not necessarily 
provide evidence fo r it, nor would a correlation necessarily 
be incompatible with it because of the ro le memory plays in 
perception.' M ore specific predictions can be drawn, with 
some reservations, from  R o ll’ s theory, and the other memory 
models at least predict that certain tasks should provide better 
correlations than others. However, it can be seen that, unlike 
the other methods, the method of correlations does not allow 
fo r  specific discrim ination between the theories. Nonetheless, 
if positive correlations were obtained this would at least indicate 
some common process involved in ESP and memory, o r in the 
factors which affect them. Without providing evidence for any 
specific theory this would be useful support for the other methods 
and it would be possible to extend the method to test such 
variables as task differences in more detail.
These three approaches, the study o f errors  in ESP, the manipulation 
o f target variables, and the search for correlations between 
memory and ESP scores, constituted the firs t part o f the research 
strategy. I hoped that with the data from  the experiments described 
here it would be possible to draw at least tentative conclusions 
about the most important questions. That is, Does ESP resem ble 
other cognitive processes ? and Which model of ESP best 
accounts fo r the facts ? Armed with such data I hoped to be able 
to proceed to more specific tests. As it turned out a very 
different second stage of research  was required. But we must 
now turn to the experiments carried out. The three approaches 
described above are dealt with in the next three chapters.
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P A R T  11 EXPERIM ENTAL WORK
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Notes on Experimental Section
The following three chapters report the results of 17 experiments 
in three sections. Some b r ie f general points which apply to a ll of 
them are made here to save repetition.
1. The experiments, or relevant parts o f them, have been arranged 
in chapters according to type rather than in chronological order, 
and where any experiment has used more than one approach the 
results appear in each relevant section. For each experiment
the letter or number in brackets after the title is that originally 
assigned to it. This enables it to be located in the schedule of 
experiments on pp 135-6 in its original chronological order 
together with the date o f completion and other b r ie f details.
2. Many of the experiments used as subjects students in a general 
studies parapsychology course at the University of Surrey. The 
classes took place every Monday afternoon for two hours during the 
autumn and spring terms o f the years 1976-7, 1977-8 and 1978-9.
An hour's lecture was followed by a break and then a demonstration 
or experiment of some kind. Many o f the experiments described here 
formed part of this course. Exactly which can be seen in the 
schedule o f experiments. The students were both male and female 
and aged (with very few exceptions) between 18 and 30 years. Their 
participation in the experiments was voluntary, but encouraged as 
useful to their course.
3. The situation in these classes put constraints on the experiments. 
F irs tly  time was restricted. Secondly it was thought to be important 
that the students learnt from  taking part and therefore some o f the 
experiments were designed prim arily  with this in mind. Th ird ly it 
was thought that the subjects should have feedback on their scores
as soon as possible after the tests so as to maintain their interest. 
For this reason they were allowed to mark each others' answer 
sheets. This necessarily introduced the possibility o f deliberate 
cheating. I prefered to run this risk  in order to give feedback.
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■Within the constraints of this method everything was done to discourage 
cheating or to make it difficult and on no occasion was any cheating 
detected. Had the results warranted better safeguards these would 
have been employed after the prelim inary experiments. However, 
it w ill be seen that elaborate safeguards against subject cheating 
would have been superfluous.
4. The term  'prelim inary ' is used loosely to apply to those 
experiments which were carried out without optimum methods and 
for exploratory purposes. This re fers  particularly to experiments 
1 - 9  carried out in 1976-7, and experiment G part 2 and K.
5. The results of a ll experiments carried out since October 1976 
have been reported. This includes many prelim inary experiments 
and some very sm all studies which it may be thought do not warrant 
inclusion. The reason is to avoid any possibility o f biassed or 
selective reporting of results which could lead to a distortion of the 
overa ll picture. The only exceptions to this rule are some experiments 
which were carried out purely for the students' interest and from  
which systematic data were not recorded.
6. Where significance tests have been carried out associated 
probabilities have been given in a ll cases. Only where the probability 
is less than . 05 is the result said to be 'significant'. In tables and 
lists of probabilities those of less than . 05 are marked * and less than 
.01 ** , for quicker identification. Where probabilities have been given 
for values of r (correlation coeffic ient) these have been computed from  
either of the two following formulae.
i f  n < 30 t I f  n > 30 z = r J F m '
1 - r^
A ll probabilities are 2-tailed unless otherwise specified.
7. The following abreviations have been used throughout.
S Subject
E Experimenter 
A Assistant
8. In every experimental report the sections entitled ’Introduction' 
and ’Conclusion' describe the purpose and general findings of the 
experiment and enable a general outline to be obtained from  a 
b rie f reading.
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Schedule of Experiments
Experiment Date Detailed 
in section
Brief title
1 18/10/76 6:1 Two types o f e rro r  in GESP (a)
2 25/10/76 6:2 Two types o f e rro r  in GESP (b)
3 25/10/76 8:1, 8:3, 
9:1, 9:3
Clairvoyance test
4 1/11/76 8:1, 8:3, 
9:2, 9:3
Clairvoyance test, sheep/goats
5(a) 22/11/76 7:3 Agent learning and GESP pt 1
5(b) 14/ 2/77 7:4 Agent learning and GESP pt 2
6 29/11/77 7:5 Imageabiiity and frequency of 
targets in ESP
7 28/ 2/77 8:1 Recall and recognition tests
8 7/ 2/77 8:3 Incidental learning test
9 7/ 2/77 9:3 Questionnaire
C 31/10/77 8:2, 8:4, 9:4 Clairvoyance test
D 14/11/77 6:3 Two types o f GESP test
E 21/11/77 8:4 Incidental learning test
F 21/11/77 8:2, 8:4, 9:5 Clairvoyance test (expectancy)
G( a) 29/11/77 6:4 Word confusions in clairvoyance
G(b) 5/12/77 6:5 Word confusions in GESP
H 5/12/77 8:2 Recall and recognition tests
J 30/ 1/78 7:6, 8:6 Target memorability and ESP
K 11/ 5/78 7:1 Clairvoyance with complete and 
degraded targets (1)
L  8 -30/ 6/78 10:3 Smartie experiment with children
M 10 -28/ 7/78 6:6,7:7, 
8:8, 10:4
M em ory and ESP in children
14 13/11/78 8:5, 9:6 Clairvoyance test
15 16/10-15/12/78 11:2 ESP in the ganzfeld
16 29/11/78 7:2 Clairvoyance with complete and 
degraded targets (2)
17 4/12/78 8:7 ESP and word reca ll
18 11/12/78 8:5, 9:7 
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Clairvoyance and incidental 
learning tests
Experiment Date Detailed 
in section
Brief title
T  1 3/78 12:2 Tarot experiment 1
T  2 6/78 12:3 Tarot experiment 2
T  3 1.1778 12:4 Tarot experiment 3
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C H A P T E R  6
EXPERIMENTS ON ERRORS AND CONFUSIONS
137
INTRODUCTION
The firs t series of experiments aimed to investigate what types of 
erro rs  or confusions occur more frequently in ESP. By the design 
o f special target words or pictures different types o f possible e rro r  
or confusion were incorporated into the ESP task. The experiments 
(.'escribed below all have in common that they investigated confusions 
of targets. This allows a common notation to be used, which is as 
follows
Type 1 hits D irect hits. Target and response identical
Type 2 hits Confusions or e rro rs  by association. Target and
response related by association, meaning or name.
Type 3 hits Confusions or e rro rs  by appearance. Target and
response visually sim ilar.
Of course the experiments d iffe r in the type of m aterial used and the 
nature of the ESP task. This means they are not strictly  comparable. 
However, the use of a common notation means that the general 
conclusions can more easily be discussed.
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6 : 1 (1) A Comparison of Two Types of E rro r in a GESP Task with
Picture Targets 
Introduction
Picture targets for a GESP test were designed so that a given picture 
might be confused with another resembling it but representing an 
unrelated object, or one o f an associated object but visually dissim ilar. 
89 subjects were tested as a group.
Method
Targets.
Nine pictures were designed in groups of three so as to incorporate 
two possible types of error. In each group one key picture was 
related to two others, one by association and one by visual sim ilarity. 
F o r  example the key picture of a leaf was associated to that of a tree 
by association and to that of a fish by visual sim ilarity. (The pictures 
used can be seen in appendix 1 .) F o r each key picture it was possible 
to see how many direct hits were made and how often subjects chose 
each type of related picture.
Target Order.
The same target order was used fo r a ll subjects (see discussion below). 
This was chosen from  random number tables by an assistant (K. K . ) 
who prepared the target sheet and sealed it in two opaque envelopes.
He took no further part in the experiment.
Subjects.
Ss were 89 students in a parapsychology class.
Procedure.
An agent and an assistant were chosen from  among the students 
present. They left the lecture theatre and the assistant locked 
a ll the doors. He then opened the sealed envelope and gave the 
pictures to the agent to look at one at a time at four minute intervals. 
T im ing was coordinated by the experimenter who indicated to the
assistant at four minute intervals by pressing a switch controlling 
a light outside the lecture theatre.
Meanwhile the experimenter explained the task to the remaining 
89 students. Ostensibly they w ere presented with a free-response 
task. They were told that the agent was going to look at a series of 
9 pictures and they were asked to try to imagine what was being looked 
at and draw a picture on a prepared sheet every four minutes. There 
was one run of nine tr ia ls  A fter a ll the drawings were completed 
the Ss were shown the 9 target pictures, each lettered A to I . They 
were asked to decide which was target for each of their own drawings 
and to mark them accordingly with the appropriate letter. The task 
was thus equivalent to a forced choice task although the Ss did not 
know this at the time of their drawing. It was hoped that this method 
would be more conducive to the operation of ESP than a simple forced 
choice procedure, while allowing the same sim plicity o f analysis.
When a ll Ss had completed the task they were asked to give their 
answer sheets to a neighbour for checking and the answers were 
then given. A ll sheets w ere subsequently rechecked.
Results
The complete results are best shown in a 9 x 9 confusion matrix 
(see appendix 2 ). The most important results concern the comparison 
between the numbers o f d irect hits (type 1), the two special types of 
e rro r (types 2 and 3) and m isses. In this kind of experiment 
spurious results could be obtained if one did not take account of the 
differential popularity of .the different targets. For example, if 
the picture 't r e e '1 were the most popular regardless of the actual target 
at the time then a larger number of type 2 e rro rs  might be artific ia lly  
recorded. This is allowed for by calculating the expected number of 
responses for each ce ll o f the matrix by dividing the total number of 
times any picture was chosen by 9 (the number o f targets). Expected 
means for hits and erro rs  can then be calculated and compared with
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Hits Total Mean Expected t df P
type mean
1 80 8. 89 9. 9 0. 99 8 0. 35
2 77 12.80 9.6. 3. 48 5 0. 02*
3 77 12.83 10.0 1.30 5 0. 25
Comparison
of 2 and 3 4. 91 2 0. 04*
Table 1. Results. Experiment 1 (6:1). Pooled for 89 Ss.
Hits Total Mean Expected t df P
type mean
1 360 40. 0 37.3 1. 25 8 0. 25
2 . 219 36.5 37. 9 0. 88 5 0.42
3 230 38.3 37.4 0.39 5 0.71
Comparison
of 2 and 3 0. 12 2 0. 92
Table 2. Results. Experiment 2 (6:2). Pooled for 84 Ss.
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the obtained means. Note that these are means for each target.
The results for a ll Ss have been pooled. These results are shown in 
Table 1.
It can be seen that there are no more direct hits or type 3 hits than would 
be expected by chance but there are significantly more type 2 
(associative) hits than expected (t = 3. 48 5 df p = . 04 ). In addition 
for the key pictures only, a d irect comparison can be made and this 
shows that there were significantly more type 2 (associative) than 
type 3 (perceptual) errors . This may appear to support the 
hypothesis that erro rs  made in ESP more closely resem ble those 
made in memory than in perception.
Discussion
The results of this experiment appear to support the hypothesis that 
associative e rro rs  occur more frequently. However, certain 
inadequacies in the experi mental design make such a conclusion 
premature without further research. These are as follows .
1. Target order.
A ll Ss were tested simultaneously using the same target order. It is
possible that this order itself produced the particular distribution
of hits and misses, Ss responses just happening to be biassed to
correspond to the one target order. With multiple target orders
any biases would be expected to cancel out. Indeed the 'stacking
e ffect' can produce a variance w ell above the theoretical variance
leading to an overestim ate of the significance from  conventional
statistics. This can be dealt with by various methods such as the
laborious procedure of calculating the true variance (G reville  1944)
or using a m ajority vote technique or index of preference (Thouless and
Brier 1970). In this case the latter would reduce the data so far that
no conclusions would be possible. It is in fact far preferable to
elim inate this problem altogether and to do this multiple target orders
should be used. Experiment 6:2 was carried out for this purpose
but used only severa l target orders for reasons of convenience. It
is better to use a different target order for every subject. A ll
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experiments after 9 (see schedule o f experiments) used individually 
prepared target orders.
2. Design of Targets.
The target pictures were not ideal and could be improved, especially 
since the relationship between them was unknown. F a ir ly  obvious 
associations were chosen, such as dog-cat, tree -lea f and so on and 
the relationships were roughly checked before the experiment began.
3 Ss were given each key picture in turn and asked which other picture 
they would associate with it and which looked most sim ilar. A ll 
answered correctly and without hesitation in each case. However this 
can only be a rough check. It would be preferable either to measure 
associations for the stimuli o r to use those o f known association 
value. This is easier for words than for pictures. Experiments 
6:4 and 6:5 used words as targets.
3. Experimental Design.
In this experiment there were three key targets and six others and 
all were presented as possible targets to the subjects. This 
method 'means that, without special allowances, preferences for 
any o f the pictures can affect the numbers o f e rrors  and possibly 
produce spurious results. This was allowed for here by calculating 
the expected number o f responses o f each type to each target, based on 
the total number o f responses of each type. This not only complicates 
the analysis but may introduce a possible source of error.
Other designs are possible. For example only the key pictures might 
be presented to the Ss while a ll the pictures were used as targets.
This would avoid the complications noted above but would change 
the nature o f the experiment. It would no longer be a study of 
errors  since a d irect hit would in any case be impossible on many 
trials. Instead it would become an experiment on confusions, or; 
on the effectiveness o f different types of target. Experiments 6:4 
6:5 and 6:6 are of this design.
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4. Marking and Checking.
In this experiment the Ss mcrked each others' answer sheets.
Obviously this introduces the possibility o f cheating. Ss could 
have altered their answers after the correct ones were given 
or even left blanks to be filled in by the correct answer. This 
possibility was reduced by various simple measures. No S was 
allowed to mark his own sheet and E walked around the lecture 
theatre looking at a ll the response sheets before giving the 
answers. A ll sheets were double checked after handing in.
This problem could be entirely eliminated by marking a ll the 
sheets in the SsY absence. However, this would mean that Ss 
could not have feedback d irectly after the test and, as has already 
been mentioned, I considered this more important than guarding 
against possible cheating, especia lly in the prelim inary experiments. 
Therefore this procedure was used in a ll experiments in the year 
1976-7 (1 - 9 in schedule of experiments).
Conclusions
The results of this experiment appear to support the conclusion 
that ESP erro rs  resem ble those of memory rather than perception.
However, a number o f faults in the experimental design make this conclusion 
invalid without further research. One of the faults is that the target 
order was not controlled. Experiment 6:2 attempts to remedy this 
problem by using severa l target orders.
.144
6 : 2 A comparison o f two types of erro r in a GESP task with 
picture targets. Part 2 (2).
Introduction
The aim of this experiment was to reduce the problem of target order 
apparent in the previous experiment. The same target pictures were 
used but there were two main differences in procedure. F irs tly  
there were four runs with a different target order for each, instead o f 
just one run. Secondly a quicker forced choice procedure was used 
instead o f the time consuming procedure used previously.
Method
Subjects.
Ss were 84 students in a parapsychology class.
Targets.
The targets were identical to those used in the previous experiment. 
Target Order.
It would have been best to use a different target order for each S. 
However, this would necessitate either using a clairvoyance task with 
targets in sealed envelopes fo r each subject, or providing a different 
agent for each S which would be impracticable with a large group.
In fact tte first alternative is used in many later experiments and the 
second in experiments M and 15 (see schedule of experiments).
In this case, however, it was decided to give four runs with different 
orders to go some way towards controlling for the effect of order.
The targets were chosen from  random number tables by an assistant 
(K .K . ) who prepared the pictures, sealed them in opaque envelopes 
and then took no further part in the experiment.
Procedure.
An agent and an assistant were chosen from  among the class and left 
the lecture theatre, the assistant being responsible fo r locking a ll the 
doors and presenting the targets to the agent at the right time.
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Meanwhile the Ss were given an answer sheet and the procedure 
was explained. The 9 target pictures were shown throughout on 
the overhead projector and Ss were asked to record which they thought 
was target for each trial. There were four runs o f 9 trials each. 
T r ia ls  were at 45 second intervals with a few minutes break between 
runs. Tim ing was synchronised with a light operated by E as before.
Resu lts..
The complete results can be seen, as before, in a 9 x 9 confusion 
matrix (see appendix 2). This shows the results pooled for the 4 
runs and for all Ss. The important comparisons are shown in 
Table 2. A ll means and expected means were calculated as for 
the previous experiment.
It can be seen that the significant results found in experiment 6:1 are 
not replicated here. There are no significant differences either 
between the obtained and expected means or between the numbers of 
the different types of e rro r. Neither hypothesis is supported.
Discussion
The results of this experiment do not support those o f experiment 
6:1. One possible conclusion is that the latter were due to 
uncontrolled target order and were spurious. However, the 
differing results could be due to other differences between the 
two experiments. Most important among them being the difference 
in procedure. Experi nent 6:1 used an ostensibly free  response 
procedure while 6:2 used a forced choice method. This difference 
rather than target order might account for the difference in the 
results and therefore the two procedure should be tested and 
compared. I f  it were found that the ea rlie r procedure was more 
successful in eliciting ESP then future experiments should use 
this procedure and more reliance might be placed on the results of 
experiment 6:1. I f no difference were found then it might more 
reasonably be argued that the results o f experiment 6:1 were 
spurious.
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Conclusion
This experiment sought to elim inate a possible source o f spurious 
results in experiment 6:1. The significant results of the ea rlie r 
experiment were not repeated. However, it cannot be concluded 
that the latter were spurious because there was also an 
important difference in procedure between the two. These two 
procedures need independent testing. Experiment 6:3 provides 
such a test.
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6 : 3 (D) A Comparison of two Procedures for a GESP Task with
Picture Targets.
Introduction
It has been suggested that the difference in the results o f the previous 
two experiments might be due to a difference in the experimental 
procedure. The two procedures used are compared here.
Method
Subjects.
Ss were 65 students in a parapsychology class. They were divided into 
two groups. Group 1 (N=41) took the free  response test firs t followed 
by the forced choice test. Group 2 (N=24) took the same tests in the 
opposite order. The groups were of different sizes because they 
depended on the number of students volunteering.
Targets.
F o r the free response method at least it is desirable to have pictures 
with which a high degree o f correspondence with Ss drawings is 
obtained. Therefore the drawings made by Ss in experiment 6:1 
(801 drawings in a ll) w ere consulted and 5 pictures designed to be 
most representative o f the drawings typically produced. These were 
used as targets in both tests. The pictures can be seen in Appendix 4.
Target Order.
Target orders for each test were chosen from  random number tables 
and the pictures were sealed in opaque envelopes by an assistant 
(K. K . ) who took no further part in the experiment.
Procedure.
(a) The "free  response" test. The procedure here was sim ilar to 
that used in experiment 6:1. An agent left the lecture theatre with 
an assistant and looked at 10 target pictures at two minute intervals. 
Meanwhile the Ss made drawings of what they thought the agent was 
looking at. A fter 10 tria ls the Ss were shown the target pictures, 
each with a code letter, and were asked to decide which picture 
each of their drawings most closely resembled. The answers w ere 
then given and the sheets w ere marked by the Ss neighbours. F or
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Ss in group 1 there was a short break and then the second test 
was begun.
(b) The "forced choice" test. This test was sim ilar to that used 
in experiment 6:2. While an agent looked at a series of 10 pictures 
at 15 second intervals the Ss were shown 5 pictures and asked to 
guess which was the target and write the appropriate letter on 
a prepared sheet. At the end of the test the answers were given 
and Ss marked each others' sheets.
A fter group 1 had completed both tests they left and group 2 
returned and took the tests in the opposite order. The sheets
were all double checked after the experiment was complete and \
the results for each o f tte two tests compared.
Results
The MCE for each run is 2. 0. With results fo r all Ss in both 
groups pooled the obtained means were as fo llow s:- 
Test a. "F ree  response", x = 2. 09
Test b. "Forced choice", x = 2. 05
Neither o f these means is significantly different from  MCE and there 
is no significant difference between them (t = 0. 23 64 df p = 0. 82)
There is no indication that either method is more effective.
Discussion
It appears that neither o f the methods used here produced any evidence 
of ESP occurring and there was no obvious differenc e between them 
in effectiveness. Three different conclusions are possible.
F irs tly  one may conclude that the difference in procedure between 
experiments 6:1 and 6:2 was unimportant and that it was the uncontrolled 
target order which produced the significant results, spuriously, in 
experiment 6:1.
If this conclusion is rejected it is still possible that procedural or other 
differences existed which produced ESP in 6:1 but not in >':2 and 6:3. 
These might include an experimenter effect, the effect of different
Ss moods, novelty, expectations or whatever.
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Finally it must be noted that these conclusions and the rationale 
behind the series o f experiments depend on the assumption that 
ESP behaves repeatably and lawfully. This may or may not be 
the case. If not then we cannot justifiably argue that the results 
o f experiment 6:1 were spurious. It would be quite possible 
that ESP occured but arb itrarily  "chose" to appear in one case 
and not the other.
Taking these three approaches in turn different strategies, follow.. 
With the firs t one must conclude that no ESP occuned in any of 
the experiments and that new methods of testing must be devised 
in order to detect it. Taking the second viewpoint one may 
suggest varying and testing for possible important variables.
If  such variables are found then an experimental programme could 
be built on this. F inally if one were resigned to the view that ESP is 
is inherently unlawful than no reasonable programme of research 
can follow. For this reason I chose to re ject this approach.
Since there were obvious weaknesses in experiment 6:1 the first 
conclusion seems the most reasonable. However, the second 
cannot be immediately dismissed and it may be hoped that future 
research would identify any relevant variables. I therefore 
continued with various approaches.
In the rest of this chapter are experiments using sim ilar methods 
but with small variations. In chapter 9 w ill be found experiments 
testing for possible relevant variables and in chapter 10 are 
experiments which use radically different techniques in an attempt 
to detect ESP.
Conclus ion
This experiment compared two experimental procedures for testing 
ESP to see whether this difference could account for differences in the 
results of experiments 6:1 and 6:2. No difference was found and 
neither method gave any evidence for ESP. The most obvious 
conclusion is that no ESP occurred in any experiment so far, but 
since other variables may be involved further experiments were 
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6 : 4 (G) The E ffect of Association and V isual S im ilarity between 
T a rget and Response Words in a Clairvoyance task
Introduction
Like previous experiments (6:1 and 6:2) this experiment investigated 
the relative importance of meaning (or association) and visual 
appearance of ESP targets. The aim was to determine whether 
ESP is more effective when the target is identical to the response, 
or when it is related by association or by visual sim ilarity. This 
experiment d iffers from  6:1 and 6:2 in several respects, to be 
discussed below.
Method
Subjects.
Ss were 59 students in a parapsychology class.
Targets.
Targets were words. There was a pool of 12 response words 
given to Ss, but a larger p?ool of 36 target words. 12 of these 
were identical to the response words (type 1 targets), 12 were 
related by association (type 2) and 12 looked sim ilar (type 3).
It should be noted that this d iffe rs  from  experiments 6:1 and 6:2 
in which the response and target pools were identical. This 
method was preferred because it eliminates the problem of 
preferences associated with the previous method and makes 
any allowance for preferences unnecessary. However, it also 
means that the experiment is strictly  one comparing target 
effectiveness, o r confusions rather than errors.
Target lists consisted of 72 words,each of the 36 target words 
appearing twice. Individual lists for each subject were 
prepared by computer and sealed Ln envelopes by an assistant (T .T .  ) 
who took no further part in the experiment. The complete list 
o f 36 words can be seen in appendix 5. Examples of the 
response and target words can be seen in Table 3.
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Response words
D irect hit Associative hit
Type 1. Type 2.
Target words
Perceptual hit 
Type 3.
BLACK
CAT
LOVE
BLACK
CAT
LOVE
WHITE
DOG
HATE
SLACK
CAP
LIVE
Table 3. Target and response words Experiment G (6:4) 
Procedure.
Ss were given a response sheet with the 12 response words, 72 
spaces for their responses and a sealed envelope containing 
their own target list. They were asked to use their clairvoyant 
abilities to ’ see ' what was in their own personal envelope and to 
write their answers on the prepared sheet in their own timer 
When a ll had completed the list (about 15 minutes) they were asked 
to swap sheets with a neighbour before opening the envelopes.
No S was allowed to open any envelope until this time. As far as 
possible E checked that this rule was obeyed.
The rationale behind the experiment and the method of scoring 
were explained to the Ss and the complete list of words shown 
to them. They then marked each others’ sheets and the results 
were roughly calculated. A ll sheets were double checked at a 
later date.
Results
Obtained and expected means are shown in Table 4.
O verall scores, pooled for all Ss and for a ll three types c f hit, 
did not d iffer significantly from  MCE. However, there were 
differences between the numbers of hits scored on the different 
types o f target. D irect hits were significantly below MCE 
possibly showing psi-m issing;while type 2 hits were close to chance 
and there were most type 3 hits. A one-way ANOVA shows a 
significant effect of word type on the number of hits (F = 4. 95 
p . 01). Additional comparisons were made between the 
different hit types. Only the comparison between type 1 and type 3
152
Table 4. Experiment C.I.Hits of three types.
Hit
type
Total Mean Expected
mean
t df P
1 93 1. 58 2.0 3. 14 58 0. 003
2 116 1.97 2.0 0. 09 58 0. 93
3 138 2. 34 2.0 1. 83 58 0.07
Total 347 5. 88 6.0 0. 29 58 0. 77
Table 5. Experiment G. Comparisons between types of hits.
Hit types t df P
compared
1 and 2 1.91 58 0. 06
1 and 3 2.95 58 0. 005**
2 and 3 1.40 58 0.17
Table 6. Experiment G. 2. Results
Hit-
type
Total Mean Expected
mean
t df p
1 17 1. 89 2.0
2 12 1.33 2.0
3 16 1.78 2.0
Tota l 45 5.0 6.0 1.0 8 0.35
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hits shows that there were significantly more type 3 hits than 
d irect hits (see Table 5 .).
Discussion
On a simple hypothesis, assuming ESP to operate like known 
sensory processes, one might expect to obtain most d irect hits 
with fewer of the other types of hit. So one might expect the 
order of effectiveness of the types to be either 1-3-2 or 1-2-3, 
so lending support either to the notion that perceptual cues or 
meaning is more important. However, the results obtained 
(3-2-1, with direct hits below M CE) highlight the impossibility 
of making such assumptions when dealing with ESP. In 
particular the possibility of psi-m issing has been ignored. If 
this is taken into consideration a number of other arguments 
become possible.
1. Since there are most type 3 hits it could be simply 
concluded that perceptual cues are more important for ESP.
2. Since there is evidence for psi-m issing in the experiment it 
could be assumed that any ESP occuring acted negatively and so 
since there were fewer type 2 hits, meaning or association is 
more important than visual appearance.
3. Since only d irect hits differed significantly from MCE it 
could be concluded that psi only operated when the target was 
identical to the response and not when it was m erely associated 
or visually sim ilar.
These three arguments lead to quite different conclusions.
T o  decide which argument to adopt one needs a model for the 
operation of psi and psi-m issing. Many have been suggested such 
as by Scott (1961) and by Palmer (1975). However, none is 
universally accepted and I had not decided, prior to the experiment 
which model I intended to use. It therefore seems that no 
definite conclusions can be drawn from  the resuits obtained.
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The results highlight the fact that possibly untenable assumptions 
were made in designing the experiment. However, without 
making some such assumptions the experiments could not have 
been designed at all. Without more knowledge of the operation 
and lim its of psi, experiments such as this may be incapable 
of providing meaningful data and so perhaps should not be 
attempted. Less pessim istically, it could be argued that with 
more data from  sim ilar experiments a regular pattern might 
em erge and this might make meaningful conclusions possible. 
Therefore further experiments were carried out approaching the 
same question from different angles.
Conclusion
The results do not lead to any straightforward conclusion. A 
number of possible conclusions have been discussed and it is 
argued that more data are required.
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6 :5. (G part 2) The E ffect of Association and Visual SLmilarity 
between target and Response Words in a GESP task
Introduction
The previous experiment (6:4) described a clairvoyance test 
with word targets. The present sm all exploratory study was 
carried out to see whet t o  t here was any obvious difference 
in the results when using a GESP rather than a clairvoyance 
task. The design of this experiment and the sm all number of 
subjects mean that little weight can be given to the results.
They were included here for the sake of completeness.
Method
Subjects.
Ss were 9 pairs of students. One of each pair acted as agent, the 
other as percipient.
Targets.
Targets were the same as those used in experiment 6:4. Target 
sheets for both were prepared at the same time.
Procedure.
The experimental procedure was totally unsupervised. Ss were 
asked to conduct the experiment in their own time and to choose 
a friend to act as percipient. The percipient was seated in a 
different room from  the agent and asked to make guesses at 
15 second intervals while the agent looked at the target sheet, 
a ll percipients were ignorant of the nature of the target words.
Of course, Ss could have cheated, but the purpose o f this study 
was purely exploratory and this possibility was not thought 
important.
Results
The results are shown in Table 6. An ANGVA shows no
significant effect o f target type in this experiment (F =0. 34 _
d fi = 2, df2 = 24)
There is no sign of the pattern apparent in experiment 6:4. In 
this case the order obtained is 1-3-2 rather than 3-2-1. There 
are most direct hits but a ll types are below MCE though not 
significantly so.
Discussion
Again a number of conclusions could be drawn here.
1. There is no evidence of any psi occuring and therefore 
the results could be considered to te ll us nothing about psi.
2. The order 1-3-2 conforms to the expectation discussed 
previously leading to the conclusion that perceptual cues are 
more important.
3. Since all scores are below MCE it could be argued that psi- / 
missing is taking place and assuming this to occur for a ll types 
there are fewer type 2 hits and therefore associative cues are 
most important.
In :view of the sm all number of subjects and the design off the 
experiment I would not attempt to draw any of these conclusions.
If  the results had shown some pattern clearly  related to the 
results of the previous experiment then it would have been 
possible to draw firm er conclusions.
Conclusion
It was hoped that this experiment might add something to the 
results of 6:4. However the results obtained are not independently 
significant and conflict with those ea rlie r results. Therefore 
no firm  conclusions can be drawn.
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6 :6 (M) The Effect of the Relationship between Target and Response
Pictures in a GESP test with Young Children 
Introduction
The results of five  experiments have now been reported. A ll attempted 
to determine whether the erro rs  or confusions made in ESP most 
resem ble those o f perception or memory. It was not possible to draw 
any firm  conclusions for three reasons.
1. It is doubtful whether psi occurred in any o f thessexperiments.
2. I f  psi did occur it could have been acting either positively or 
negatively (i.e . hitting or missing). This increases the possible 
number of conclusions that could follow  from  any particular result.
3. The results vary w idely between experiments and no c lear pattern 
emerged. It is not possible to say whether these fluctuations are due 
to chance effects in the absence of psi, or to the fick le operation of psi.
This is obviously unsatisfactory, but it could be argued that if a 
strong source of psi w ere available then all of these problems would 
disappear. Therefore, before abandoning this approach altogether, 
an attempt was made to obtain better psi scoring. The method chosen 
was to use young children as subjects. The rationale behind this and 
the details of the procedure used are a ll given in Chapter 10 where 
methods o f improving psi scoring are discussed in more detail.
F o r the purposes of this chapter, only those aspects of the study 
which relate to confusions are discussed in detail.
This experiment is s im ilar to 6:4 and 6:5 except that pictures rather 
than words were used. Target pictures were related to the response 
pictures seen by the percipient either by name (type 2) or by visual 
s im ilarity (type 3). The number of d irect hits, and related hits of 
each type was compared. The intention was to determine whether 
the name of the target or its visual appearance was more important 
in eliciting psi.
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Method (for further details see 10:4)
Subjects.
Ss were 48 children between the ages of 3 and 5 years (for more 
details see 10:4).
Targets.
Targets were pictures specially designed for use with these
children. There were 10 response pictures seen by the percipient and
30 target pictures . They were painted on cards approximately
4 x 3  inches and were designed as follows :-
The 10 pictures of the response pool were of simple objects
easily named by the children. There were 5 pairs of cards of
sim ilar colouring. On each tria l five  of these pictures were
presented as possible targets. There was always one of each
colour and positions were varied so that each picture occurred
in each position exactly once in 10 trials (one run).
This complicated procedure was used for 3 reasons.
1. To  ensure that the children were presented with a new set 
of pictures on each trial.
2. To  control fo r bias due to colour preferences,
3. To  control for bias due to position preferences.
The 30 pictures of the target pool were related to the response 
pictures in three ways. 10 were identical to them (type 1 targets),
10 represented the same object and were given the came name 
by the children, but looked very different (type 2) and 10 looked 
very sim ilar in shape and colouring but represented a different 
object and were named differently by the children (type 3). On 
each tria l one of the pictures was randomly chosen as target.
A ll the pictures were prepared by testing with the children. The 
experiment was not begun until I was satisfied that a ll the children 
would correctly  name the pictures and find the relationships 
between them obvious. The pictures can be seen in appendix 14.
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Target orders were prepared in advance by an assistant (T .T . ).
The 30 pictures were coded with a letter and number and for 
each run of 10 trials codes were chosen by computer with the 
restriction  that the number of each of the three types of target 
should be equal (as far as possible) over the whole experiment.
The target lists were sealed in opaque envelopes by T .T .
Procedure
The details of the procedure are given in 10:4. In outline it 
was as follows. Pairs of children, usually in adjoining rooms, 
completed one run of 10 trials of a GESP test. One child acted 
as agent, helped by an assistant (D .L .), while the other was 
percipient, helped by A. They then swapped places for a further 
10 trials.
There was immediate feedback after each trial and a sm artie for 
both children when a hit was scored. E recorded all guesses and 
these were compared with the target orders later on. The numbers 
of each type of hit, d irect (type 1), name (type 2) and perceptual 
(type 3) were compared. Although 48 children were tested some 
had a second turn (see 10:4) and N is 53.
Results
The results can be seen in Table 7. The number of hits is not
significantly different from  MCE and there is no significant effect 
2of target type (X  = 0. 13 2 df). These results show no evidence 
of any ESP occurring and no effect of target type.
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Hit type Total Expected total
1 36 35. 3
2 34 35.3
3 37 35.3
Total 107 106 t = 0. 21 52 df p = 0. 83
x2 = 0 .13 2 df p = 0. 94
Table 7. Experiment M (6:6) Results fo r three types of hit
D iscussion and Conclusion
This experiment used young children as subjects in an attempt to 
elic it more reliable psi so that the effect of target-response 
relationships could be tested. Since a ll the results were so close 
to chance expectation the only conclusion that can be drawn is that 
once again no psi was operating in this experiment.
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6 : 7 Summary and Discussion of Results
A ll the experiments in this section aimed to answer the question 
'A re  associative cues or perceptual cues more important in ESP ?' 
The numbers of d irect hits (type 1) were compared w ith  the number 
o f erro rs  or confusions made with targets related by association 
(type 2) or by perceptual s im ilarity (type 3). Can we now answer the 
question on the basis of the results obtained ?
D irect comparison is not strictly  fa ir  since the experiments varied 
in procedure and design and in some there was a significant effect 
of target type while in others there was not. Nonetheless an 
indication can be given by looking at the order for the hit types in 
each case. This is shown in Table 8, which should show whether 
any systematic pattern em erges.
Table 8. • Results of 5 experiments on errors  or confusions in ESP
Experiment N Test
type
O verall 
ESP ?
Above or 
below mce?
Order o f 
hit types
Sig. effect 
of order?
6:1 89 GESP No - 2 - 3 - 1 Yes
6:2 84 GESP No + 1 - 3 - 2 No
6:4 59 Clair. No - 3 - 2 - 1 Yes
6:5 9 GESP No - 1 - 3 - 2 No
6:6 53 GESP No +
CM1pHICO No
C learly it does not. Indeed the order is different in each case and 
there is no obvious pattern. Before abandoning these results 
altogether we should perhaps consider three approaches to making 
sense of them. These are sim ilar to the arguments already 
discussed.
1. One could simply take the difference between the number of 
type 2 and type 3 hits as the important variable. I f this is done 
type 3 is c learly ahead. The orders are as follows (Table 9. 1
Experiment Order Significant d ifference?
6:1 2-3 Yes
6:2 3-2 No
6:4 3-2 No
6:5 3-2 No
6:6 3-2 No
Table 9. Orders of hit types in 5 experiments 
This might lead to the conclusion that perceptual cues are most 
important in ESP. However, there must be some hesitation even 
here for perhaps reliance should only be placed on those results 
where the difference is significant. This is only so fo r experiment 
6:1, the one case fo r  which there were more type 2 than type 3 
hits. This would then lead to the opposite.conclusion, that 
associative cues are more important. Finally one might also 
re ject t he results of 6:1 because the procedure used was faulty. 
This leaves no significant findings to be considered.
2. One could take into account the fact that in some cases there 
appeared to be psi hitting and in some psi missing. If psi missing 
were occurring then one might expect a reversed order of hit 
types. Ignoring the fact that there is no independent evidence of 
any psi at all from  the direct hits, we can reverse the order 
o f hit types 2 and 3 for those experiments in which missing rather
than hitting occurred. This gives the following :-
Experiment D irect hits above 
or below MCE ?
Corrected order 
o f hit types 2 and
6:1 Below 3-2
6:2 Above 3-2
6:4 Below 2-3
6:5 Below 2-3
6:6 Above 3-2
Table 10. Adjusted order of hit types in 5 experiments
It can be seen that no clear pattern emerges from  this table either.
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3. One could argue that the only results to be taken seriously should 
be those where the effect reaches the required level of significance 
(say p . 05) and the experiment was of adequate design to safeguard 
against spurious results. This, the most rigorous argument, leads 
one to the conclusion that there is one experiment which shows that 
there w ere significantly more type 3 hits than direct hits ( see 
Table 11. ). The limited conclusions which could be drawn from  
this finding have already been discussed.
Experiment Comment Relevant results
6:1 Safeguards inadequate None
6:2 No significant effects None
6:4 ANOVA gives sig. effect of
target type. Only 3-1 indep. sig. 3 -1
6:5 No significant effects None
6:6 No significant effects None
T  ab le 11. Conclusions from  5 experim e nts
These three arguments may appear superfluous and tedious. I discuss 
them because I do not w ish  to resort to a sceptical position without 
firs t  considering all possible alternatives. This may seem perverse. 
Surely it is more reasonable to consider normal explanations firs t 
and paranormal ones only when those fail. But it should be recalled 
that I began this research hoping and expecting to detect some ESP, 
so I hope the reader w ill bear with my attempts.
Having said that, one last fact must be pointed out. In the course 
o f 6 experiments many significance tests were carried out. Can we 
estimate the true significance of one among so many ? To  give a 
rough estimate I shall consider only independent tests and ignore the 
faulty experiment 6:1. There is then one significant results out o f 
10 tests. I f a ll are included, there are 3 significant out of 17. 
Whatever the alternative hypothesis one were interested in I
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believe this would not constitute grounds for rejecting the null 
hypothesis, that is, that chance alone accounted fo r a ll the 
results.
One final question must now be asked. Could better results 
have been obtained with better experimental design ? We can 
take this question in two parts. 1. Could one reasonably have 
expected to see ESP occurring here? 2. W ere the experiments 
designed so that meaningful answers could have been obtained if 
ESP had occurred ?
1. The experiments w e re  far from  ideal fo r eliciting ESP but 
were essentially s im ilar to many experiments in which the 
occurrence of ESP has been reported. I see no particular reason 
why these experiments, especially 6:6 should not have produced 
results if others apparently do so. This whole issue is better 
discussed in Chapter 10.
2. Inadequacies in the experimental design have been noted and it 
is arguable that the hypotheses they aimed to test were insuffiently 
articulated. However, having said that, the experiments asked 
essentially a very simple question about the types of cue important 
in ESP. I would argue that if ESP occurs then this question is 
meaningful and these experiments should have been capable of 
providing an answer.
I would therefore finally conclude that the failure of these 
experiments to answer the question asked was a simple consequence 
of the fact that no ESP occurred.
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C H A P T E R  7
EXPERIMENTS W ITH D IFFERENT TYPES 
OF TARG ET M A TE R IAL
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INTRODUCTION
If ESP is like other cognitive processes then we should expect 
its effectiveness to vary with different types o f stimulus or 
target material. The experiments in this section all involved 
variations in target m aterial with a view to finding out something 
about the nature of ESP.
The first two (7:1 and 7:2) involve alterations in the amount of 
information available in the target, the next two (7:3 and 7:4) 
use word pairs as targets, which are either learnt or only 
looked at by an agent. 7:5 looks at the effect o f the imageabiiity 
and frequency of target words and a final two studies (7:6 and 7:7) 
test whether memorability is related to target efficacy, which 
might be expected on a memory model for ESP.
The rationale behind all these studies was discussed in Chapter 5.
167
7 : 1  (K ) A C lairvoyance Experiment Using Complete and 
Degraded Stimulus M aterial : Prelim inary Series
Introduction
In perception, if a stimulus is degraded so that less information 
is available, the accuracy of perception falls. This is seen 
when stimuli are presented very briefly, for example using a 
tachistoscope, or when the stimulus is degraded in some other 
way. I f ESP is like perception then we might expect to see 
sim ilar effects with variations in the target. This cannot be 
done by altering presentation time since this is uncontrollable 
for ESP. Therefore in two experiments (this and 7:2) stimuli 
o f varying amount of information were used to determine whether 
this affected ESP scoring rate.
The expectations of Ss also affects the accuracy of perception.
In these two experiments Ss’ expectations were varied so that 
either they conformed to the target (e. g. a picture was target 
and a p icture was expected) or they conflicted ( a picture was 
target but a word was expected).
Method
Subjects
The sole subject was myself.
Targets
There were 10 target items each of which could appear in 5 forms. 
These were a complete word, clearly written in upper case, a 
degraded word o f the same form , a word and picture together, 
a complete picture and a degraded picture,- There were 50 stimuli 
altogether. Each was drawn on a card approximately 2 x 3  inches. 
Examples are shown in F igure 1. The complete set can be 
seen in appendix 6,
1 6 8
Figure 1. Examples of targets. Experiments IC and 16.
A y ? ' . f
1. 2.
APPLE
Table 12. Results. Experiment K (7:1) 
Target type
1. Degraded words
2. Complete words
3. Words and pictures
4. Complete pictures
5. Degraded pictures
Number 
of hits
13
5
9
8
10
Visualise V isualise Match M is-
pictures words match
7
3
3
5
Figure 2. Histogram showing the number of hits fo r each target type
15-
Number 
o f hits 10 M .C .E
0
Target type
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The target orders were prepared by an assistant ( T . T . ) who 
took no further part in the experiment. There was one of each 
stimulus in each envelope and 10 envelopes.
Procedure
The S had a prepared sheet on which to write the guessed order 
of the cards in the envelope, with a list of the 10 corresponding 
words to choose from. There were 10 runs of 50 tria ls each and 
on half the trials, randomly chosen, the S visualised words and 
on the other half pictures. S chose a suitable time to complete 
the trials, relaxing beforehand and only completing as many as 
she felt like in any one session. A fter a ll were completed the 
envelopes were opened and the order recorded. This was later 
double checked against the response order. The number of hits 
on each of the 5 different types of target was recorded.
Results
The number of hits of each type can be seen in Table 12.
There is no sign of any ESP in the overa ll scores. MCE is 5, 
x = 4. 5, (t = 0. 92 ;9 df p = 0. 38).
We can determine whether target type has any effect on scores.
We might expect to find most hits on the targets where both 
word and picture was given and least for the degraded words and 
pictures. A histogram should show a maximum in the middle.
The histogram obtained is shown in Figure 2 . A chi square 
test shows no significant departure from  the pattern expected 
by chance (x^ = 3. 78 4 df p = 0. 44).
Other variables o f interest were whether words or pictures were 
visualised during the guessing. T h ere  were more hits when 
visualising pictures, but not significantly so ( t = 2. 74 4 df p = 0. 052). 
It might be expected That more hits would be obtained when a 
match occurred, that is when the target was Ln the form  expected, 
than when a mismatch occurred, but there was no difference (t = 0).
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Conclusions
None of the expected effects was observed. However, there were 
too few trials to conclude that there is no effect of varying target 
information on ESP. There fore a larger study was carried out. 
The results o f this exploratory study are included only for the 
sake of completeness.
7 : 2 (16) A Clairvoyance Experiment Using Complete and
Degraded Stimulus M ateria l : Main Series 
Introduction
The target material and objectives were the same as for experiment 
7:1, but a large group of Ss and a different procedure were used.
Method
Subjects
Ss were 43 students, some were from  a parapsychology class, 
others were volunteers from  other courses. A few Ss completed 
more than one run, there being a total of 50 runs.
Targets
The same target cards were used as in 7:1 but they were arranged 
differently. 50 envelopes were prepared by an assistant ( T . T . ) 
so that each contained a total of 20 cards in random order, a ll of 
the same type. There were 10 envelopes of each of the 5 types, 
making 50 in all.
Procedure
Ss were given a numbered envelope and an answer sheet with 
20 blank spaces and the list of 10 target items to choose from.
In addition to fillin g in their guesses they were asked whether 
they thought the envelope contained word or picture targets.
A fter Ss had completed their guesses they were allowed to open 
the envelopes and mark the sheets. The numbers of hits on the 
5 different target types w ere recorded and the results analysed 
in terms of target type and whether the S expected words or 
pictures.
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The mean number o f hits, 1. 62 , is significantly below MCE of 2. 0 
(t = 2.13 49 df p = 0. 038). This may indicate psi-m issing 
but there appears no clear pattern relating target type to number 
of hits ( see Table 13 = 2. 27 4 df p = 0. 69. ) This can
be seen as a histogram in F igure 3.
Some Ss thought the targets were words and others pictures. To  
see whether this affected scoring rates a contingency table can 
be drawn up as in Table 14.. 3 Ss have been excluded as they
did not answer the question unambiguously. This gives x2 = 0. 62 
1 df p ~ 0, 43. There appears to be no direct effect of expectation 
on ESP scores. However, it might be expected that scores 
would be higher when a match occurred between expectation and 
target type, rather than a mismatch. A sim ilar contingency 
table ( see Table 15.) gives x^ = 0. 76 1 df p = 0. 38. (with data 
for targets type C excluded) . It appears that it makes no 
difference whether the correct form  of target is expected or not.
Conclusion
In this second experiment there was evidence that psi-m issing 
occurred. However, none of the expected effects was observed 
and it must be concluded either that the amount of information 
in the target, and the expectations of the S regarding the form  of 
target, have no effect on ESP, or else that this experiment was 
incapable of demonstrating any such effect.
Results
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Table 13. Experiment 16 (7:2) Number of hits fo r eacxh target type
Target type 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
Degraded Words Words and Pictures Degraded
words pictures pictures
Number o f hits
X 2 = 2.27
19 14 18 18 12
Figure 3. Histogram showing the number of hits fo r each target type 
25
Number 
of hits 20
15
10
5
0
Target type 1 2 3 4 5
M .C .E
Table 14.
E ffect o f expectation
ESP score
below MCE above MCE
Words
expected
Pictures
expected
7 10
16 14
X 2 = 0.62 23 24
17
30
47
Table 15.
E ffect of match or 
mismatch between 
expectation and 
target type
ESP score
below MCE above MCE
Match
Mismatch
12 10
6 9
22
15
X 2 = 0.76 18 19 37
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7  : 3  ( 5 a )  T h e  E f f e c t  o f  A g e n t  L e a r n i n g  i n  a  G E S P  t e s t  P a r t  1 .
I n t r o d u c t i o n
A c c o r d i n g  to  s o m e  m e m o r y  t h e o r i e s  o f  E S P  th e  w a y  in  w h ic h  
a  t a r g e t  is  c o d e d , o r  l e a r n t ,  b y  a n  a g e n t  p r i o r  to  i t s  in v o lv e m e n t  
in  E S P , w o u ld  a f f e c t  t h e  o u t c o m e .  F o r  e x a m p le ,  a c c o r d in g  to  
C a r i n g t o n ’ s " A s s o c i a t io n  t h e o r y  o f  t e l e p a t h y "  i t e m s  w h ic h  a r e  
h ig h ly  a s s o c ia t e d  in  o n e  m in d  a r e  m o r e  l i k e l y  to  b e c o m e  
a s s o c ia t e d  in  a n o t h e r  th a n  i t e m s  o n ly  w e a k l y  a s s o c ia t e d .  T h e  
f o l l o w i n g  tw o  e x p e r i m e n t s  t e s t  t h is  s u g g e s t io n  b y  c o m p a r in g  
E S P  s c o r e s  o n  a  t e s t  w h ic h  r e q u i r e d  th e  S to  m a t c h  p a i r s  o f  
w o r d s  e i t h e r  w h e n  ’ c o r r e c t ’ p a i r s  h a v e  b e e n  l e a r n t  b y  th e  a g e n t  
o r  w h e n  o n ly  lo o k e d  a t  b y  h im .
M e t h o d
S u b je c ts
S s  w e r e  46 s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s .
T a r g e t s
F o r  e a c h  t r i a l  a  s t i m u lu s  w o r d  a n d  f i v e  o t h e r  w o r d s  w e r e  g iv e n ,  
tb .e  t a s k  b e in g  to  c h o o s e  th e  c o r r e c t  p a i r  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  w o r d .  T h e  
w o r d s  u s e d  ca<n b e  s e e n  in  a p p e n d ix  7 . T h e  ’ c o r r e c t ’ p a i r s  
w e r e  c h o s e n  f r o m  r a n d o m  n u m b e r  t a b le s  b y  a n  a s s i s t a n t  ( K . K . ), 
w h o  to o k  n o  f u r t h e r  p a r t  in  th e  e x p e r i m e n t .  O f  th e  20  t r i a l s  
h a l f  w e r e  r a n d o m ly  a s s ig n e d  to  b e  ’ l e a r n i n g ’ t r i a l s  a n d  h a l f  
’ n o n - l e a r n i n g ’ t r i a l s .  S s  w e r e  u n a w a r e  o f  th e  d i f f e r e n c e .  I t  
s h o u ld  b e  n o te d  t h a t  h e r e  a g a in  o n ly  o n e  t a r g e t  o r d e r  w a s  u s e d  
f o r  a l l  S s , a l l o w i n g  a  s t a c k i n g  e f f e c t  to  o c c u r .  T h e  p r o b l e m s  
in v o lv e d  h e r e  w e r e  d is c u s s e d  in  6 :1 . I f  th e  r e s u l t s  h a d  w a r r a n t e d  
i t  f u r t h e r  e x p e r im e n t s  w o u ld  h a v e  b e e n  c a r r i e d  o u t  to  e l i m i n a t e  
t h is  p r o b l e m .
P r o c e d u r e
A n  a g e n t  a n d  a s s i s t a n t  w e r e  c h o s e n  f r o m  th e  g r o u p  a n d  w e n t  
o u t s id e  w h e r e  t h e  a s s i s t a n t  g a v e  th e  a g e n t  a  l i s t  o f  10 w o r d  p a i r s
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to  l e a r n  a n d  t e s t e d  h im  u n t i l  h e  r e s p o n d e d  w i t h  th e  c o r r e c t  
p a i r  to  e v e r y  w o r d  o n  o n e  r u n .  H e  th e n  n o t i f i e d  E  t h a t  l e a r n i n g  
w a s  c o m p le t e  a n d  g a v e  t h e  a g e n t  a n o t h e r  l i s t  o f  10  w o r d  p a i r s  
to  lo o k  a t .  M e a n w h i l e  th e  S s  w e r e  g iv e n  a  r e s p o n s e  s h e e t  
l i s t i n g  th e  20  s t i m u lu s  w o r d s ,  e a c h  w i t h  5 p o s s ib le  p a i r s  a n d  w e r e  
a s k e d  to  c h o o s e  th e  p a i r  to  e a c h  a c c o r d in g  to  w h ic h  t h e y  th o u g h t  
t h e  a g e n t  h a d  l e a r n e d .  T h e y  w e r e  n o t  to ld  w h ic h  p a i r s  w e r e  
l e a r n e d  o r  u n le a r n e d .  W h e n  a l l  S s  h a d  c o m p le t e d  th e  t a s k  
th e y  s w a p p e d  s h e e ts  w i t h  a  n e ig h b o u r ,  th e  a n s w e r  s h e e t  w a s  
b r o u g h t  in  a n d  S s  w e r e  a l lo w e d  t o  m a r k  e a c h  o t h e r s ’ .
R e s u l t s
T h e  m e a n  n u m b e r  o f  h i t s  w a s  4 . 04 . T h i s  is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  M C E  o f  4 . 0  (  t  =  0 . 15 45 d f  p  = .0 . 88 ),
T h e  r e s u l t s  c a n  b e  d iv id e d  o n  t h e  b a s is  o f  w h e t h e r  t h e  p a i r s  w e r e  
l e a r n e d  o r  n o t  ( s e e  T a b l e  16 ) .  N e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e  s u b g r o u p s  
s h o w s  a  s ig n i f i c a n t  d e v ia t i o n  f r o m  M C E .  A l t h o u g h  t h e r e  a r e  
m o r e  h i t s  f o r  th e  l e a r n e d  p a i r s ,  a s  e x p e c t e d ,  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  
b e t w e e n  th e  tw o  g r o u p s  is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( t  =  1 . 42  45 d f  p  =  0 . 16 ).
C o n c lu s io n
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  s h o w e d  n o  o v e r a l l  e v id e n c e  f o r  E S P  a n d  t h e r e  
w a s  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  s c o r e s  b e t w e e n  t r i a l s  o n  w h ic h  
a n  a g e n t  le a r n e d  p a i r s  o f  w o r d s  a n d  th o s e  o n  w h ic h  h e  o n ly  
lo o k e d  a t  t h e m .  H o w e v e r ,  s in c e  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  w a s  in  th e  
e x p e c t e d  d i r e c t i o n  th e  e x p e r i m e n t  w a s  r e p e a t e d  w i t h  a  d i f f e r e n t  
g r o u p  o f  s u b je c t s .
M e a n M C E t d f P
L e a r n e d  p a i r s 2 . 24 2 . 0 1 .2 6 45 0 . 21
U n l e a r n e d  p a i r s 1 . 85 2 . 0 0 . 85 45 0 .4 0
T o t a l 4 . 04 4 .0 0 . 15 45 0 . 88
T a b l e  16 . E x p e r i m e n t  5 a  (7 :3 ) R e s u l t s
1 7 6
7  : 4  ( 5 b )  T h e  E f f e c t  o f  A g e n t  L e a r n i n g  i n  a  G E S P  T e s t  P a r t  2
I n t r o d u c t i o n
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  u s e d  t a r g e t  w o r d s  a n d  p r o c e d u r e  i d e n t i c a l  to  
t h a t  o f  e x p e r i m e n t  7 :3 . A  n e w  s e t  o f  ’ c o r r e c t ’ p a i r s  w a s  c h o s e n  
a s  b e f o r e .  S s  w e r e  28 s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s .
R e s u l t s
T h e  r e s u l t s  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  T a b l e  17 . .
N e i t h e r  th e  t o t a l  s c o r e s  n o r  t h e  s c o r e s  o n  e i t h e r  t y p e  o f  p a i r  
s h o w  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  f r o m  M C E .  B o th  l e a r n e d  a n d  
u n le a r n e d  p a i r s  g iv e  s c o r e s  b e lo w  M C E ,  b u t  t h e r e  is  no  
s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e m  ( t  =  0 .1 9  27 d f  p  =  0 . 85 ).
C o n c lu s io n
T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t w o  e x p e r i m e n t s  p r o v id e  n o  e v id e n c e  to  s u g g e s t  
t h a t  a n  a g e n t  l e a r n i n g  p a i r s  o f  w o r d s  a id s  a  s u b je c t  in  c h o o s in g  
t h e  c o r r e c t  p a i r  to  a  g iv e n  s t i m u lu s  w o r d .
T a b l e  17 . E x p e r i m e n t  5b  R e s u l t s
M e a n M C E t d f P
L e a r n e d  p a i r s 1 . 82 2 .0 0 . 74 27 0 . 47
U n l e a r n e d  p a i r s 1 . 86 2 .0 0 . 50 27 0 . 62
T o t a l 3 .6 8 4 . 0 0 . 88 27 0 . 39
1 7 7
7  : 5  ( 6 )  T h e  E f f e c t  o f  W o r d  I m a g e r y  a n d  F r e q u e n c y  o n  E f f e c t i v e n e s s
a s  a n  E S P  T a r g e t  
In t r o d u c t i o n
A c c o r d i n g  to  a  p e r c e p t u a l  m o d e l  o f  E S P  o n e  m i g h t  e x p e c t  th e  
b e s t  t a r g e t s  to  b e  th o s e  t h a t  a r e  e a s i e s t  to  p e r c e i v e  b u t  o n  a 
m e m o r y  m o d e l ,  th e  m o s t  m e m o r a b l e .  I t  h a s  b e e n  s u g g e s te d  
( P a iv io  1971 ) t h a t  f o r  w o r d s  th e  b e s t  p r e d i c t o r  o f  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  
is  f r e q u e n c y  in  th e  la n g u a g e ,  a n d  f o r  m e m o r a b i l i t y ,  th e  e a s e  
w i t h  w h ic h  a  w o r d  e v o k e s  im a g e r y . ,  T h e s e  p r e d ic t i o n s  a r e  
c o m p l ic a t e d  b y  th e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  t a s k  c o n c e r n e d .  I t  w a s  a r g u e d  
p r e v i  o u s ly  ( s e e  C h a p t e r  5 ) t h a t  th e  u s u a l  E S P  t a s k  is  m o s t  
c lo s e l y  c o m p a r a b le  to  s e q u e n t i a l  l e a r n i n g  w h ic h  is  r a r e f y  u s e d  
in  m e m o r y  t e s t s  a n d  a p p e a r s  to  b e  u n a f fe c te d  b y  s t i m u lu s  
c o n c r e t e n e s s .  A  b e t t e r  t a s k  to  u s e  m a y  b e  o n e  m o r e  s i m i l a r  
to  r e c o g n i t i o n  w h ic h  is  u s u a l ly  e a s i e r  th a n  r e c a l l  a n d  is  a f f e c t e d  
b y  b o th  f r e q u e n c y  a n d  i m a g e r y .  T h e  t a s k  u s e d  h e r e  w a s  d e s ig n e d  a s  
a n -E S P  a n a lo g u e  o f  r e c o g n i t i o n .  W o r d s  o f  v a r y i n g  im a g e r y  
a n d  f r e q u e n c y  w e r e  u s e d  to  d e t e r m i n e  th e  e f f e c t  o f  t h e s e  
v a r i a b l e s  o n  t a r g e t  e f f i c a c y .
I t  w a s  p r e d ic t e d  t h a t  a c c o r d in g  to  a  p e r c e p t u a l  m o d e l  o f  E S P ,  
f r e q u e n t  w o r d s  s h o u ld  m a k e  th e  b e s t  t a r g e t s  a n d  i m a g e r y  s h o u ld  
h a v e  no  e f f e c t .  M a n y  o u t c o m e s  a r e  c o m p a t ib l e  w i t h  R o l l ’ s 
’ m e m o r y  t h e o r y  o f  E S P ’ b u t  a c c o r d in g  t o  m o s t  m e m o r y  m o d e ls  
in f r e q u e n t ,  h ig h  i m a g e r y  w o r d s  s h o u ld  b e  th e  b e s t  t a r g e t s .
M e t h o d
S u b je c ts
S s  w e r e  56 s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s  
T a r g e t s
T a r g e t s  w e r e  64 w o r d s  f a l l i n g  in to  f o u r  g r o u p s  o f  e i t h e r  h ig h  
o r  lo w  f r e q u e n c y  a n d  h ig h  o r  lo w  i m a g e r y .  T h e  w o r d s  w e r e  
t a k e n  f r o m  P a iv i o ,  Y u i l l e  a n d  M a d ig a n  ( 1968 ). F r e q u e n t  w o r d s
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w e r e  d e s ig n a t e d  A o r  A  A ,  in f r e q u e n t  h a d  a  f r e q u e n c y  o f  le s s  th a n  
10  p e r  m i l l i o n .  H ig h  i m a g e r y  ( c o n c r e t e )  w o r d s  h a d  a  s c o r e ,  i,  
o f  m o r e  th a n  6 . 5 a n d  lo w  i m a g e r y  ( a b s t r a c t )  i le s s  t h a n  3 . 0 .
E x a m p le s  f r o m  e a c h  g r o u p  a r e  g iv e n  b e lo w .  T h e  c o m p le t e  s e t  
c a n  b e  s e e n  in  A p p e n d ix  8.
F I  F r e q u e n t ,  h ig h  i m a g e r y  A P P L E *  C H A I R ,  F L O W E R .
F i  F r e q u e n t ,  lo w  i m a g e r y  D U T Y ,  E F F O R T ,  T R O U B L E .  
f i  I n f r e q u e n t ,  h ig h  i m a g e r y  A B D O M E N ,  F J O R D ,  T R E L L I S .  
f i  In f r e q u e n t ,  lo w  i m a g e r y  A L L E G O R Y ,  F E U D A L I S M ,  S P R E E .
P r o c e d u r e
A n  a g e n t  a n d  a s s is t a n t  w e r e  c h o s e n  f r o m  a m o n g  th e  s tu d e n ts  a n d  
w e n t  o u t s id e  th e  l e c t u r e  t h e a t r e .  T h e  a s s is t a n t  w a s  a s k e d  to  
g iv e  th e  a g e n t  4 l i s t s  o f  16 w o r d s  e a c h ,  a t  s p e c i f i e d  i n t e r v a l s ,  
a n d  to  a s k  h im  to  c o n c e n t r a t e  o n  t h e m .  M e a n w h i l e  S s  w e r e  g iv e n  
a  s e t  o f  4 s h e e ts  e a c h  l i s t i n g  th e  64 w o r d s .  F o r  e a c h  o f  4 r u n s  
t h e y  w e r e  t o ld  t h a t  a n  a g e n t  w o u ld  b e  lo o k in g  a t  a  l i s t  o f  16 o f  
th e s e  w o r d s  a n d  t h e y  w e r e  to  c h o o s e  w h ic h  16 a n d  u n d e r l in e  t h e m .  
T h e r e  w e r e  4 r u n s  a t  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  6 m in u t e  i n t e r v a l s .  A t  th e  
e n d  o f  th e  t e s t  th e  s h e e ts  w e r e  a l l  c o l l e c t e d  in  a n d  w e r e  l a t e r  
m a r k e d  f o r  h i t s  o n  e a c h  d i f f e r e n t  ty p e  o f  t a r g e t .  S in c e  16 w o r d s  w e r e  
c h o s e n  f r o m  64 , M C E  w a s  4 p e r  r u n .
R e s u l t s
O v e r a l l  E S P  s c o r e s  ( f o r  N  =  56 )  g a v e  a  m e a n  o f  16 . 02 w h ic h  is  
n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  M C E  o f  16 ( t  =  0 . 0 4 , 55 d f  p  = . 0 . 97 ) . 
T o  c o m p a r e  th e  r e s u l t s  o n  d i f f e r e n t  t a r g e t  ty p e s  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  
h it s  f o r  e a c h  ty p e  w a s  c a lc u l a t e d .  S in c e  S s  c h o s e  d i f f e r e n t  
n u m b e r s  o f  e a c h  t y p e  th e  r e l e v a n t  m e a s u r e  w a s  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  
o f  c h o ic e s  f o r  e a c h  ty p e  w h ic h  w e r e  h i t s .  In  a l l  c a s e s  M C E  is  
1 in  4 o r  25% , a l t h o u g h  th e  n u m b e r  6 f  c h o ic e s  w i l l  v a r y .  T h e  
r e s u l t s  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  T a b l e  18 . ( N  =  55 s in c e  c o m p le t e  d a t a  
f o r  o n e  s u b j e c t  w e r e  lo s t ) .
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T y p e  o f  t a r g e t
F I F  i f l f  i
H i t s 217 227 236 228
M i s s e s 647 669 700 651
T o t a l 854 896 936 879
% H i t s  2 5 .4  2 5 .3  2 5 .2  2 5 ,9  M C E  =  25 . 0%
N u m b e r  a n d  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  h i t s  f o r  .e a c h  t y p e  o f  t a r g e t ,  p o o le d  
f o r  55  s u b je c t s .
T a b l e  18 . R e s u l t s  E x p e r i m e n t  6 (7 :5 )
I t  c a n  b e  s e e n  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  o n ly  v e r y  s m a l l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  th e  
e f f e c t iv e n e s s  o f  th e  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  t a r g e t .  F o r  th e  n u m b e r  o f  
h i t s  b y  t a r g e t  ty p e  x 2 =  0 . 42  3 d f  p  =  0 . 94 . A 2 - w a y  A N O V A  
w a s  p la n n e d  b u t  w a s  n o t  c a r r i e d  o u t  s in c e  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  w e r e  
s o  s m a l l .  I  t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t y p e  o f  t a r g e t  w o r d  m a k e s  n o  d i f f e r e n c e  
to  th e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  h i t s .
D is c u s s io n
T h e r e  w e r e  tw o  m a j o r  f a u l t s  in  th e  d e s ig n  o f  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t .  
F i r s t l y  th e  s a m e  t a r g e t  s e t  w a s  u s e d  f o r  a l l  S s . 4 r u n s  w i t h  
s i m i l a r  m a t e r i a l  b u t  a  d i f f e r e n t  t a r g e t  s e t  w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  
to  t r y  to  m i n i m i s e  s p u r io u s  e f f e c t s  d u e  to  p r e f e r e n c e s ,  b u t  i t  
w o u ld  b e  b e t t e r  to  h a v e  a  d i f f e r e n t  s e t  f o r  e a c h  S . S e c o n d ly  
w o r d  le n g t h  w a s  c o n fo u n d e d  w i t h  t a r g e t  t y p e ,  th e  f i  w o r d s  
t e n d in g  to  b e  th e  lo n g e s t .  A g a i n  i t  w o u ld  b e  p r e f e r a b l e  to  h a v e  
w o r d s  o f  e q u a l  le n g t h .  A  f i n a l  f a u l t  w a s  t h a t  th e  d e s ig n  o f  th e  
e x p e r i m e n t  m a d e  c h e c k in g  e x t r e m e l y  d i f f i c u l t  a n d  la b o r i o u s ,  
s o  in c r e a s i n g  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  e r r o r s .  E i t h e r  t h e  c h e c k in g  
s h o u ld  b e  d o n e  b y  c o m p u t e r ,  o r  th e  d e s ig n  s i m p l i f i e d .
T h e s e  f a u l t s ,  h o w e v e r ,  m i g h t  b e  e x p e c te d  to  p r o d u c e  s p u r io u s  
d i f f e r e n c e s  , b u t  a r e  u n l i k e l y  t o  b e  r e s p o n s i b le  f o r  th e  u n i f o r m l y  
c h a n c e  r e s u l t s  o b t a in e d  h e r e .  In  v ie w  o f  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  i t  c a n  
o n ly  b e  c o n c lu d e d  t h a t  e i t h e r  f r e q u e n c y  a n d  i m a g e r y  o f  t a r g e t  
w o r d s  a r e  i r r e l e v a n t  to  t h e i r  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  a s  t a r g e t s ,  o r  t h a t  
t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  w a s  in c a p a b le  o f  d e t e c t i n g  a n y  s u c h  e f f e c t .
C o n c lu s io n
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  a im e d  t o  t e s t  w h e t h e r  im a g e r y  o r  f r e q u e n c y  
o f  w o r d s  a f f e c t s  t h e i r  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  a s  E S P  t a r g e t s .  In  a  t e s t  
d e s ig n e d  a s  a n  E S P  a n a lo g u e  o f  r e c o g n i t i o n ,  t h e r e  w a s  no  
e v id e n c e  f o r  E S P  a n d  n o  d i f f e r e n c e s  w e r e  fo u n d  in  th e  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  
o f  t a r g e t  w o r d s  v a r y i n g  in  f r e q u e n c y  a n d  im a g e r y .
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7  : 6  ( J )  T h e  E f f e c t  o f  T a r g e t  M e m o r a b i l i t y  o n  E S P  S c o r e s
I n t r o d u c t i o n
I n  th e  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t  t h e  m e m o r a b i l i t y  o f  t a r g e t  w o r d s  
w a s  a s s u m e d  to  b e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  c a p a c i t y  to  e v o k e  im a g e r y .
I n  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  u s in g  a  s i m i l a r  E S P  t e s t ,  m e m o r a b i l i t y  w a s  
m e a s u r e d  f o r  a l l  t a r g e t  w o r d s  u s e d .  In  a d d i t io n  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
h e t w e e n  Ss E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  t h e i r  m e m o r y  s c o r e s  w a s  c a lc u l a t e d .  
T h e  l a t t e r  is  r e p o r t e d  in  s e c t i o n  8 :6 . I t  w a s  p r e d i c t e d  t h a t ,  
a c c o r d in g  to  a  m e m o r y  m o d e l  o f  E S P ,  t a r g e t  m e m o r a b i l i t y  
s h o u ld  b e  p o s i t i v e l y  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  th e  n u m b e r  o f  h i t s  o n  t h a t  
t a r g e t .
M e t h o d
S u b je c ts
S s  w e r e  45 s tu d e n ts  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s .
T a r g e t s  ( f o r  c o m p le t e  l i s t  s e e  A p p e n d ix  9 )
T a r g e t  w o r d s  w e r e  50  f i v e - l e t t e r  n o u n s . S o m e  w e r e  c o m m o n  a n d  
n e u t r a l  s u c h  a s  A P P L E ,  D R E S S ,  S U G A R .  S o m e  w e r e  u n c o m m o n  
s u c h  a s  S P R E E ,  I R O N Y ,  F J O R D ,  a n d  y e t  o t h e r s  w e r e  ’ n a u g h t y ’ 
o r  e m o t i o n a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  s u c h  a s  B I R T H ,  P E N IS ,  S C R E W .  T h e  
d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  w e r e  u s e d  s o  a s  to  e n c o u r a g e  d i f f e r e n t  r e c a l l  
r a t e s .  T h e  E S P  t e s t  c o n s is t e d  o f  c h o o s in g  10 f r o m  t h e s e  50  w o r d s .  
I n d i v i d u a l  t a r g e t  l i s t s  w e r e  p r e p a r e d  b y  c o m p u t e r  f o r  e a c h  S 
a n d  w e r e  s e a le d  in  n u m b e r e d  e n v e lo p e s  b y  a n  a s s i s t a n t  ( T . T . ) 
w h o  to o k  n o  f u r t h e r  p a r t  in  th e  e x p e r i m e n t .
P r o c e d u r e
S s  w e r e  g iv e n  a  l i s t  o f  t h e  50  w o r d s  a n d  a  s e a le d  e n v e lo p e  
c o n t a in in g  a  l i s t  o f  10 o f  t h e s e .  T h e y  w e r e  a s k e d  to  u s e  t h e i r  
c l a i r v o y a n c e  to  ’ s e e ’ w h ic h  10 , a n d  to  u n d e r l in e  t h e m  o n  th e  l i s t .  
W h e n  a l l  S s  h a d  c o m p le t e d  t h is  t a s k  th e y  w e r e  a s k e d  to  g iv e  t h e i r  
s h e e t s  a n d  e n v e lo p e s  t o  o n e  p e r s o n  in  e a c h  r o w  w h o  w a s  e n t r u s t e d  
to  k e e p  t h e m  h id d e n .
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S s  w e r e  th e n  g iv e n  a  b la n k  s h e e t  a n d  w e r e  t o ld ,  u n e x p e c t e d ly ,  to  
r e c a l l  a s  m a n y  o f  t h e  50  w o r d s  a s  t h e y  c o u ld .  T h i s  c o n s t i t u t e d  
a  t e s t  o f  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g .  W h e n  t h is  w a s  d o n e  S s  w e r e  g iv e n  
b a c k  t h e i r  E S P  t e s t  s h e e ts  a n d  w e r e  a l lo w e d  to  o p e n  t h e  
e n v e lo p e s  a n d  c h e c k  e a c h  o t h e r s *  a n s w e r s .
F o r  e a c h  S th e  n u m b e r  o f  E S P  h i t s  a n d  th e  n u m b e r  o f  w o r d s  
c o r r e c t l y  r e c a l l e d  w e r e  r e c o r d e d .  F o r  e a c h  w o r d  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  
t i m e s  i t  w a s  c h o s e n  a s  a  g u e s s ,  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  h i t s  o n  i t ,  th e  
n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  i t  w a s  t a r g e t ,  a n d  th e  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  i t  w a s  
r e c a l l e d  w e r e  r e c o r d e d .
R e s u l t s
\
O v e r a l l  E S P  s c o r e s  g iv e  a  m e a n  o f  1. 89 w h ic h  is  b e lo w  M C E  o f  
2 . 0 , b u t  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  s o  ( t  =  0 . 76  44 d f  p  =  0 . 45 ) .  T h e  
m e a n  n u m b e r  o f  w o r d s  r e c a l l e d  w a s  14 . 3 (  s e e  s e c t io n  8 :6 ). 
C o m p l e t e  d a t a  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  A p p e n d ix  10 .
M e m o r a b i l i t y  o f  t a r g e t s .
T h e  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  w o r d  w e r e  r e c a l l e d  a t  v e r y  d i f f e r e n t  r a t e s .  
T h e  m e a n  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  e a c h  w a s  r e c a l l e d ,  th e  m e m o r a b i l i t y  
s c o r e ,  w a s  11 . 2 , b u t  th e  w o r d s  S T O R E ,  C H A O S  a n d  F L A S K  w e r e  
o n ly  r e c a l l e d  o n c e  e a c h  w h i l e  S P E R M  a n d  P E N IS  w e r e  r e c a l l e d  
31 t i m e s  e a c h .  T o  t h is  e x t e n t  th e  w o r d s  c h o s e n  w e r e  e f f e c t i v e ,  
b u t  a l t h o u g h  th e  m e m o r a b i l i t y  v a r i e d  g r e a t l y ,  t h is  w a s  n o t  fo u n d  
to  b e  r e l a t e d  to  th e  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  o f  e a c h  w o r d  a s  E S P  t a r g e t .
T o  d e t e r m i n e  t h is  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w e  n e e d  to  a s s ig n  a n  E S P  s c o r e  to  
e a c h  w o r d .  F o r  t h e s e  a n a ly s e s  th e  d a t a  f r o m  41 S s  w e r e  p o o le d .  
C o m p l e t e  d a t a  w e r e  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  4 S s . I f  th e  n u m b e r  o f  h i ts  
o n  e a c h  w o r d ,  f o r  a l l  S s , is  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  th e  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  
i t  w a s  r e c a l l e d  r  =  0 . 653 , b u t  t h is  c o r r e l a t i o n  is  s p u r io u s  
b e c a u s e  i t  d o e s  n o t  a c c o u n t  f o r  tw o  c o m p l i c a t in g  f a c t o r s .  F i r s t l y ,  
s in c e  th e  c o m p u t e r  p r o g r a m  g e n e r a t e d  t a r g e t  l i s t s  a t  r a n d o m ,  
th e  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  e a c h  w o r d  a c t u a l l y  a p p e a r e d  a s  t a r g e t  v a r i e d .
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S e c o n d ly ,  th e  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  e a c h  w o r d  w a s  c h o s e n  a s  a  g u e s s  
v a r i e d .  I f  no  a l l o w a n c e  is  m a d e  f o r  t h e s e  th e n  s p u r io u s  d i f f e r e n c e s  
w i l l  b e  s e e n .  F o r  e x a m p le ,  i f  a  m e m o r a b l e  w o r d  is  a ls o  a  
p o p u la r  c h o ic e  in  th e  E S P  t e s t  th e n  th e  n u m b e r  o f  h i t s  o n  t h a t  
w o r d  ( th o u g h  n o t  th e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  h i t s )  w i l l  b e  h ig h e r  th a n  f o r  le s s  
p o p u la r  w o r d s  a n d  a  s p u r io u s  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w i l l  b e  
o b t a in e d .  A c c o r d i n g l y  a n  E S P  s c o r e  f o r  e a c h  w o r d  w a s  c a lc u l a t e d  
in  tw o  w a y s .  F i r s t l y
E S P  s c o r e  j  =   N u m b e r  o f  h its ____________  ^  ^ q q q
T i m e s  t a r g e t  X  t i m e s  c h o s e n
T h i s  g iv e s  a  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e  o f  22 .1  w i t h  M C E  24 . 4 . E S P
s c o r e j  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  m e m o r a b i l i t y  s c o r e  g iv e s  r  =  - 0 . 26 z  =  1 . 84
p  =  0 , 066 .
A l t e r n a t i v e l y  w e  m a y  a r g u e  t h a t  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  a  w o r d  
a p p e a r e d  a s  t a r g e t ,  b e in g  r a n d o m l y  d e t e r m i n e d ,  n e e d  n o t  b e  
a l lo w e d  f o r .  W e  m a y  c a l c u l a t e  E S P  s c o r e ^ -
E S P  s c o r e 0 =  N u m b e r  o f  h i ts  v  , n n
• T i m e s  c h o s e n  A  1 UU
T h i s  g iv e s  a  m e a n  o f  18 . 1 , a n d  w h e n  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  m e m o r a b i l i t y
s c o r e s  g iv e s  r  =  -  0 .1 9  z  =  1 . 35 p  =  0 . 18 .
W h i c h e v e r  m e a s u r e  is  u s e d  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  m e m o r a b i l i t y  is  n o t
r e l a t e d  to  h o w  g o o d  a n  E S P  t a r g e t  a  w o r d  is .
R e s p o n s e  B ia s .
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  p r o v id e d  a n  o p p o r t u n i t y  to  t e s t  th e  n e g a t iv e  
r e s p o n s e  b ia s  h y p o t h e s is .  S t a n f o r d  ( 1967 ) s u g g e s te d  t h a t  n e g a t iv e  
r e s p o n s e  b ia s  a id s  E S P . T h a t  is ,  f o r  a  r e s p o n s e  w h ic h  is  u n l ik e l y  
to  o c c u r ,  w h e n  i t  d o e s  o c c u r  i t  is  m o r e  l i k e l y  to  b e  a  h i t .  In  
t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  th e  n u m b e r  o f  h i t s  o n  p o p u la r  w o r d s  w a s  c o m p a r e d  
w i t h  th e  n u m b e r  o n  u n p o p u la r  w o r d s .  W o r d s  w e r e  d iv id e d  in to  
t w o  g r o u p s ,  t h o s e  c h o s e n  a s  a  g u e s s  in  th e  E S P  t e s t  9 t i m e s  o r  
m o r e ,  a n d  th o s e  c h o s e n  le s s  th a n  9 t i m e s  ( N  =  21 a n d  29 r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  
T h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  h i t s  f o r  e a c h  g r o u p  w a s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  
( t  =  1 .5 2  48  d f  p  =  0 . 135 ) .
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A m o r e  s e n s i t i v e  t e s t  m i g h t  b e  to  c o r r e l a t e  w o r d  ’p o p u l a r i t y ’ w i t h  
th e  E S P  s c o r e  f o r  e a c h  w o r d .  A c c o r d i n g . ; t o  t h e  n e g a t iv e  r e s p o n s e  
b ia s  h y p o th e s is  a  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w o u ld  b e  e x p e c t e d .  In  
t h is  c a s e  f o r  E S P  s c o re -^  r  =  0 . 214  ( z  =  1. 50  p  =  0 . 134 ) .  O r  f o r  
E S P  s c o r e 2 r  =  0 . 286  (  z  =  2 . 0 p  =  0 . 045 * ) .  T h i s  c o r r e l a t i o n  
is  s ig n i f i c a n t  b u t  is  in  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o p p o s i t e  to  t h a t  p r e d ic t e d  b y  
th e  n e g a t iv e  r e s p o n s e  b ia s  h y p o t h e s is .  T h e r e  is  n o  e v id e n c e  
f r o m  t h e s e  d a t a  t h a t  n e g a t iv e  r e s p o n s e  b ia s  a id s  E S P .
D is c u s s io n
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  w a s  p o o r l y  d e s ig n e d  in  t h a t  a l lo w a n c e s  h a d  to  b e  
m a d e  f o r  th e  v a r i a t i o n  in  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  e a c h  w o r d  a p p e a r e d  
a s  t a r g e t  a n d  w a s  c h o s e n  b y  S s . T h e  l a t t e r  is  u n a v o id a b le  a n d  
m a y  e v e n  b e  o f  i n t e r e s t  in  a l l o w i n g  th e  r e s p o n s e  b ia s  h y p o th e s is  
to  b e  t e s t e d .  T h e  f o r m e r  is  o f  q u e s t io n a b le  im p o r t a n c e  b u t  is  
a v o id a b le .  T h e  c o m p u t e r  p r o g r a m  c o u ld  h a v e  b e e n  w r i t t e n  s o  a s  
t o  e q u a l is e  th e  o c c u r re n c e  o f  th e  50  d i f f e r e n t  w o r d s  o v e r  a l l  S s .
T h i s  w o u ld  m a k e  th e  c a lc u l a t io n s  s i m p l e r  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  o p e n  to  
le s s  e r r o r  o r  to  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n t e r p r a a t i o n s .  In  e x p e r i m e n t  M  
( 6 :6, 7 :7, 10 : i ) t h i s  w a s  d o n e .
I t  w o u ld  b e  p r e f e r a b l e  to  h a v e  d e s ig n e d  th e  e x p e r i m e n t  s o  t h a t  
t h e s e  c a lc u l a t io n s  w e r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r y .  H o w e v e r ,  I  b e l i e v e  t h a t  
t h e  E S P  s c o r e s  u s e d  g iv e  a  f a i r  m e th o d  f o r  t e s t in g  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  t a r g e t  m e m o r a b i l i t y ,  a n d  no  s u c h  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
w a s  fo u n d . N o n e t h e le s s  f u r t h e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  
t o  in v e s t i g a t e  t h is .
C o n c lu s io n .
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  w a s  in te n d e d  to  t e s t  f i r s t l y  w h e t h e r  S s  w h o  
r e c a l l e d  m o r e  w o r d s  a ls o  s c o r e d  h ig h ly  o n  a n  E S P  t e s t  ( r e p o r t e d  
in  8 :6 ) , a n d  s e c o n d ly  w h e t h e r  m e m o r a b l e  w o r d s  m a k e  b e t t e r  E S P  
t a r g e t s .  T h e r e  w a s  n o  o v e r a l l  e v id e n c e  o f  E S P  a n d  n o  e v id e n c e  
t h a t  m e m o r a b l e  w o r d s  m a d e  b e t t e r  t a r g e t s .  S u g g e s te d  im p r o v e m e n t s
w e r e  in c o r p o r a t e d  in to  o n e  f u r t h e r  e x p e r i m e n t .
185
7  : 7  ( M )  T h e  E f f e c t  o f  T a r g e t  M e m o r a b i l i t y  i n  a  G E S P  t e s t
w i t h  Y o u n g  C h i l d r e n  
I n t r o d u c t i o n
T h e  m e th o d  a n d  p r o c e d u r e  f o r  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  a r e  d e s c r ib e d  in  
d e t a i l  in  s e c t io n  10 :4 . I n  a d d i t i o n  to  E S P  a n d  o t h e r  t e s t s ,  c h i l d r e n  
w e r e  a s k e d  to  r e c a l l  th e  t e n  p i c t u r e s  u s e d  a s  t a r g e t s  a n d  th e  
m e m o r a b i l i t y  o f  e a c h  p i c t u r e  w a s  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  i t s  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  
a s  a  t a r g e t .
M e t h o d
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  48  c h i l d r e n  a g e d  3 to  5 y e a r s .
P r o c e d u r e .
T h e  d e t a i l e d  p r o c e d u r e  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  10 :4 . T h e r e  w a s  a  t o t a l  
o f  53 r u n s  o f  a  G E S P  t e s t  a n d  in  a d d i t io n  46 c h i l d r e n  w e r e  g iv e n  
a  m e m o r y  t e s t ,  25 b e f o r e  th e  E S P  t e s t  a n d  21 a f t e r w a r d s .  F o r  
e a c h  o f  10  p ic t u r e s  t h e  t o t a l  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  i t  w a s  r e c a l l e d ,  
f o r  a l l  S s , w a s  r e c o r d e d ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  th e  n u m b e r  o f  h i ts  m a d e  
o n  t h a t  p i c t u r e  a n d  th e  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  i t  w a s  c h o s e n  b y  S s  ( f o r  53 
r u n s ) .  F r o m  t h e s e  d a t a  th e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  h i t s  f o r  e a c h  p i c t u r e  c a n  
b e  c a lc u l a t e d  a s  f o l lo w s  : -
P e r c e n t a g e  h i t s  =  N u m b e r  o f  h i t s  v  , n n
r-y— ,  " *"* | r A  1 U U
T u n e s  c h o s e n
F o r  e a c h  p i c t u r e  t h is  m e a s u r e  w a s  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  m e m o r a b i l i t y  
s c o r e s .
R e s u l t s
F o r  e a c h  p i c t u r e  t h e  m e a n  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  r e c a l l e d  w a s  1 4 . 2  
a n d  th e  m e a n  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  h i t s  w a s  20 . 4 w i t h  M C E  20 . 0 .
T h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e s e  tw o  m e a s u r e s  g iv e s  r  =  -  0 . 09 
( t  =  0 . 256  9 d f  p  =  0 . 80 ). I t  a p p e a r s  t h e r e  is  n o  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
b e t w e e n  t a r g e t  m e m o r a b i l i t y  a n d  E S P .
1.86
A s  in  th e  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t  th e  n e g a t iv e  r e s p o n s e  b ia s  h y p o th e s is  
c a n  b e  t e s t e d  b y  c o r r e l a t i n g  th e  p e r c e n t a g e  h i t s  f o r  e a c h  w o r d  
w i t h  th e  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  i t  w a s  c h o s e n .  A  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
w o u ld  b e  e x p e c t e d .  T h i s  g iv e s  r  =  -  0 . 2 9 (  t  =  0 . 79  9 d f
p  =  0 . 45 ) .  T h e  n e g a t iv e  r e s p o n s e  b ia s  h y p o th e s is  w a s  n o t  c o n f i r m e d  
h e r e .
D is c u s s io n
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  a t t e m p t e d  to  im p r o v e  o n  th e  p r e v io u s  o n e  in  
tw o  w a y s .  F i r s t l y  c h i ld  S s  w e r e  u s e d  in  a n  a t t e m p t  to  e l i c i t  
b e t t e r  E S P  s c o r in g  a n d  s e c o n d ly  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  e a c h  
p i c t u r e  a p p e a r e d  a s  t a r g e t  w a s  e q u a l is e d  a c r o s s  a l l  t r i a l s  b y  
c o m p u t e r  s o  a s  to  o b v i a t e  th e  n e c e s s i t y  to  a l l o w  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  
in  th e  f i n a l  s c o r e .  H o w e v e r ,  t h e r e  w a s  no  o v e r a l l  e v id e n c e  f o r  
E S P  a n d  n o  e f f e c t  o f  t a r g e t  m e m o r a b i l i t y .
C o n c lu s io n
I n  a  f u r t h e r  e x p e r i m e n t  t o  in v e s t i g a t e  th e  e f f e c t  o f  t a r g e t  m e m o r a b i l i t y  
c e r t a i n  im p r o v e m e n t s  in  m e t h o d  w e r e  in c o r p o r a t e d  b u t  n o  o v e r a l l  
E S P  w a s  o b s e r v e d  a n d  t h e r e  w a s  n o  e f f e c t  o f  th e  m e m o r a b i l i t y  
o f  t a r g e t  p i c t u r e s  o n  E S P  s c o r e s .
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7  : 8  S u m m a r y  a n d  D i s c u s s i o n  o f  R e s u l t s
I n  t h is  c h a p t e r  7 e x p e r i m e n t s  h a v e  b e e n  d is c u s s e d ,  a l l  o f  w h ic h  
a t t e m p t e d  to  in v e s t i g a t e  th e  e f f e c t  o f  v a r y i n g  t a r g e t  m a t e r i a l  
o n  E S P . I n  th e  f i r s t  tw o  th e  a m o u n t  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  in  th e  E S P  
t a r g e t s  w a s  v a r i e d .  I n  th e  f i r s t  t h e r e  w a s  n o  e v id e n c e  o f  E S P .
I n  th e  s e c o n d  o v e r a l l  s c o r e s  w e r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e lo w  M C E  b u t  
in  n e i t h e r  w a s  t h e r e  a n y  e f f e c t  o f  v a r i a t i o n s  in  i n f o r m a t i o n  
c o n t e n t .
T h e  n e x t  tw o  e x p e r i m e n t s  in v o lv e d  th e  le a r n i n g  o f  w o r d  p a i r s  b y  
th e  a g e n t  in  a  G E S P  t e s t .  A g a in  t h e r e  w a s  n o  e v id e n c e  o f  E S P  
a n d  n o  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t r i a l s  in  w h ic h  th e  a g e n t  le a r n e d  o r  
o n ly  lo o k e d  a t  th e  w o r d  p a i r s .  In  a n  e x p e r i m e n t  w i t h  w o r d s  
v a r y i n g  in  im a g e r y  a n d  f r e q u e n c y  t h e r e  w a s  a ls o  n o  s ig n  o f  E S P  
a n d  n o  e v id e n c e  t h a t  t h e s e  tw o  v a r i a b l e s  a f f e c t e d  th e  e f f i c a c y  
o f  t a r g e t s .  F i n a l l y  th e  m e m o r a b i l i t y  o f  w o r d s  a n d  p i c t u r e s  w a s  
m e a s u r e d  a n d  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  E S P  in  tw o  e x p e r i m e n t s ,  b u t  no  
e f f e c t  o f  t h is  v a r i a b l e  w a s  fo u n d .
A  s u m m a r y  o f  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e s e  e x p e r im e n t s  a p p e a r s  in  .
T a b l e  19 . I f  w e  c o n s i d e r  a l l  th e  r e s u l t s  t o g e t h e r ,  a s  in  the  
p r e v io u s  c h a p t e r ,  w e  f in d  t h a t  f o r  o v e r a l l  E S P  s c o r e s  o n e  t - t e s t  
in  7 g a v e  s ig n i f i c a n c e  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  p  le s s  th a n  . 05 . N o n e  o f  
th e  e x p e c te d  e f f e c t s  o f  v a r y i n g  t a r g e t  t y p e  w a s  fo u n d  to  b e  
s i g n i f i c a n t .  In  th e  m a in  a n a ly s e s  16 in d e p e n d e n t  s ig n i f i c a n c e  
t e s t s  w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t ,  o f  w h ic h  o n e  w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  In  a l l  
22 t e s t s  w e r e  p e r f o r m e d  a n d  tw o  w e r e  s i g n i f i c a n t .
I  t h in k  w e  m a y  c o n c lu d e  t h a t  t h e r e  is  n o  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  r e j e c t i n g  
th e  n u l l  h y p o th e s is  t h a t  c h a n c e  a c c o u n te d  f o r  th e  r e s u l t s .  A g a in  
i t  h a s  b e e n  im p o s s i b l e  to  t e s t  h y p o th e s e s  a b o u t  E S P , in  t h is  c a s e  
a b o u t  th e  e f f e c t  o f  t a r g e t  v a r i a b l e s ,  in  th e  a b s e n c e  o f  a n y  E S P .
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T e s t
E x p e r i m e n t  N  t y p e  T a r g e t s
O v e r a l l  O t h e r
E S P  s c o r e  M C E  t e f f e c t s
7:1 1 C l . 50  w o r d s  a n d  
p i c t u r e s
4 . 5 5 . 0 n .s . . N o  e f f e c t  o f  
v a r y i n g  in f .
7:2 43 C l . 50  w o r d s  a n d  
p i c t u r e s
1 . 62 2 . 0 <.05 N o  e f f e c t  o f  
v a r y i n g  in f .
7:3 46 G E S P 20  w o r d  p a i r s 4 . 04 4 . 0 n .s . N o  e f f e c t  o f  
a g e n t  l e a r n i n g
7:4 28 G E S P 20  w o r d  p a i r s 3 . 68 4 . 0 n  s . N o  e f f e c t  o f  
a g e n t  l e a r n i n g
7:5 56 C l . 64 w o r d s 16 . 02 16 . 0 n .s . N o  e f f e c t  o f  
I  a n d  F .
7:6 45 C l . 50  w o r d s I .  89 2 .0 n .s . N o  e f f e c t  o f  
m e m o r a b i l i t y
7:7 48 G E S P 10 p i c t u r e s 2 . 02 2 . 0 n .s . N o  e f f e c t  o f  
m e m o r a b i l i t y
T a b l e  19 . R e s u l t s  o f  7 e x p e r i m e n t s  w i t h  v a r y i n g  t a r g e t  m a t e r i a l
P e r h a p s  a t  t h is  p o in t  y o u  m a y  t h in k  i t  r e a s o n a b l e  to  g iv e  u p  lo o k in g  
f o r  E S P . H o w e v e r ,  i t  c a n  b e  a r g u e d  t h a t  th e  e x p e r i m e n t s  s o  f a r  
r e p o r t e d  d id  n o t  g iv e  th e  b e s t  c h a n c e  f o r  o b s e r v in g  E S P  in  a c t io n .  
T h e  t h i r d  o f  th e  p la n n e d  in v e s t i g a t io n s  h a s  n o t  y e t  b e e n  r e p o r t e d  
a n d  m a n y  o t h e r  a p p r o a c h e s  a r e  p o s s ib le  a n d  m a y  b e  p r e f e r a b l e .  
T h e s e  in c lu d e  th e  s e p a r a t i o n  o f  S s  in to  g r o u p s  a c c o r d in g  to  s u c h  
v a r i a b l e s  a s  t h e i r  b e l i e f  in  E S P , e x p e c t a t io n s  a n d  s o  o n , o r  th e  
u s e  o f  s p e c ia l  c o n d i t io n s ,  p s i - c o n d u c i v e  s t a t e s ,  o r  s p e c ia l  
s u b je c t s .  B e c a u s e  o f  a l l  t h e s e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  th e  r e s u l t s  r e p o r t e d  
s o  f a r  m u s t  b e  s e e n  a s  e x t r e m e l y  l i m i t e d .  F u r t h e r  c h a p t e r s  
t h e r e f o r e  r e p o r t  e x p e r i m e n t s  u s in g  s o m e  o f  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  
a p p r o a c h e s .
(
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C H A P T E R  8
C O R R E L A T I O N S  B E T W E E N  E S P  A N D  
M E M O R Y  A B I L I T Y
1 9 0
I f  E S P  Ls l i k e  o t h e r  c o g n i t i v e  p r o c e s s e s  th e n  w e  s h o u ld  e x p e c t  
i n d i v i d u a l 's  E S P  s c o r e s  to  c o r r e l a t e  w i t h  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  o n  o t h e r  
t e s t s  o f  c o g n i t iv e  a b i l i t y .  P r e v io u s  e x p e r im e n t s '  r e p o r t i n g  a  
c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  m e m o r y  s c o r e s  h a v e  a l r e a d y  b e e n  
d is c u s s e d  ( s e e  C h a p t e r  4 ) . I t  w a s  a r g u e d  t h a t  th e  m e m o r y  
t h e o r i e s  o f  E S P  a r e  n o t  s o  w e l l  a r t i c u l a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  a l l o w  
s p e c i f i c  p r e d ic t i o n s  a b o u t  c o r r e l a t i o n s .  N o r  is  th e  m e th o d  o f  
c o r r e l a t i o n s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  p o w e r f u l  t o  d i s c r i m i n a t e  b e t w e e n  t h e m .  
N o n e t h e le s s  c o r r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  m e m o r y  h a v e  b e e n  
r e p o r t e d  a n d  i f  c o n f i r m e d  w o u ld  p r o v id e  e v id e n c e  to  s u g g e s t  
a t  l e a s t  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  o t h e r  c o g n i t iv e  
p r o c e s s e s .  H o w e v e r ,  th e  e v id e n c e  s o  f a r  is  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  
a n d  c o n f u s e d .  V a r i o u s  s u g g e s t io n s  h a v e  b e e n  m a d e  f o r  m a k in g  
s e n s e  o f  th e  f in d in g s  b u t  a b o v e  a l l  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e r e  h a s  
b e e n  to o  l i t t l e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  g iv e n  to  th e  ty p e  o f  m e m o r y  t a s k  
u s e d .  I n  th e  e x p e r i m e n t s  r e p o r t e d  h e r e  a  v a r i e t y  o f  m e m o r y  
ta s k s  a n d  E S P  ta s k s  w e r e  u s e d  in  a n  a t t e m p t  to  c l a r i f y  th e  
s i t u a t io n .
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8 : 1  ( 3  a n d  4 )  A  C o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  R e c a l l  a n d
R e c o g n i t io n  S c o r e s  
I n t r o d u c t i o n
M e m o r y  m o d e ls  o f  E S P  p r e d i c t  a  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  
m e m o r y ,  b u t  m a n y  d i f f e r e n t  t e s t s  o f  e a c h  a r e  p o s s i b le .  I n  t h is  
e x p e r i m e n t  S s  w h o  h a d  p r e v i o u s l y  c o m p le t e d  tw o  s t a n d a r d  
c l a i r v o y a n c e  E S P  t e s t s  w e r e  g iv e n  a  t e s t  o f  r e c a l l  a n d  r e c o g n i t i o n  
f o r  w o r d s  a n d  th e  r e s u l t s  o n  th e  tw o  ty p e s  o f  t e s t  w e r e  c o r r e l a t e d .  
A c c o r d i n g  to  a n y  m e m o r y  m o d e l  o f  E S P  a  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
w o u ld  b e  e x p e c te d  w i t h  e i t h e r  t e s t .  O n  o n e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  
R o l l ’ s ’ m e m o r y  t h e o r y  o f  E S P ’ w e  m ig h t  e x p e c t  a  p o s i t i v e  
c o r r e l a t i o n  w i t h  r e c o g n i t i o n  s c o r e s  b u t  n o t  w i t h  r e c a l l  s c o r e s .  
P e r c e p t u a l  m o d e ls  d o  nois p r e d i c t  a n y  c o r r e l a t i o n .
M e t h o d
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  20 s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s .  T h e y  h a d  a l l  
t a k e n  p a r t  in  tw o  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  (3 a n d  4 ) w h ic h  a r e  
d e s c r ib e d  in  f u l l  in  s e c t io n s  9:1 a n d  9 :2 . T h e s e  in v o lv e d  100 
t r i a l s  e a c h  o f  a  s t a n d a r d  c l a i r v o y a n c e  t a s k  w i t h  E S P  c a r d s .  
T h e r e f o r e  e a c h  S h a d  a n  E S P  s c o r e  f o r  200  t r i a l s .
P r o c e d u r e .
T h e  m e m o r y  t e s t  w a s  in  t h r e e  p a r t s .  F i r s t  S s  w e r e  s h o w n  a  
l i s t  o f  25 c o m m o n  n o u n s , o n  a n  o v e r h e a d  p r o j e c t o r ,  f o r  f o u r  
m i n u t e s .  T h e y  w e r e  th e n  g iv e n  a  f u r t h e r  f o u r  m in u t e s  in  w h ic h  
to  r e c a l l  t h e m .  T h i s  w a s  f o l lo w e d  b y  a  s e c o n d  r e c a l l  t e s t  w i t h  
a  n e w  s e t  o f  25 w o r d s  a n d  f i n a l l y  S s  w e r e  g iv e n  a  l i s t  o f  125 
w o r d s  in  w h ic h  th e  f i r s t  s e t  o f  25 w a s  e m b e d d e d  a n d  w e r e  a s k e d  
t o  u n d e r l in e  a n y  w h ic h  t h e y  th o u g h t  h a d  o c c u rre d  in  t h a t  p r e v io u s  
t e s t .  T h e  n u m b e r  o f  w o r d s  e a c h  S c o r r e c t l y  r e c a l l e d  a n d  
r e c o g n is e d  w a s  r e c o r d e d  a n d  th e  r e c a l l - r e c o g n i t i o n  r a t i o  f o r  
e a c h  c a lc u l a t e d .  T h e s e  w e r e  t h e n  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  E S P  s c o r e s .
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R e s u l t s
F o r  e a c h  S a n  E S P  s c o r e  w a s  o b t a in e d  b y  a d d in g  th e  s c o r e s  
f r o m  e x p a t n e n t s  3 a n d  4 . ( F o r  d e t a i l e d  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e s e  s e e  
9:1  a n d  9 :2 . )  F o r  th e  20  S s  w h o  to o k  p a r t  in  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  
th e  r e s u l t s  s h o w e d  n o  e v id e n c e  f o r  E S P  in  th e  o v e r a l l  s c o r e a  
T h e  m e a n  w a s  41 .1  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  M C E  o f  40 . 0 (  t  =  1 .1 2  
19 d f  p  =  0 . 26 ).
T h e  m e m o r y  t e s t s  w e r e  e f f e c t i v e  in  t h a t  s c o r e s  v a r i e d  w i d e l y .
N o  S r e c a l l e d  a l l  50  w o r d s  a n d  o n ly  2 S s  r e c o g n is e d  th e  25 
c o r r e c t l y .  T h e  m e a n  n u m b e r  o f  w o r d s  r e c a l l e d  w a s  37 . 7 , 
a n d  r e c o g n is e d ,  21 . 65 . M e a n  r e c a l l - r e c o g n i t i o n  r a t i o  w a s
0 . 16 . W h e n  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  E S P  s c o r e s  th e  f o l l o w i n g  r e s u l t s  
w e r e  o b t a in e d
R e c a l l  r  =  0 . 09 t  =  0 . 38 p  =  0 . 71 1 9 d f
R e c o g n i t io n  r  =  0 . 002  t  =  0 . 01 p  =  0 . 99
R a t i o  r  =  0 . 21 t  =  0 . 90  p  =  0 . 38
N o n e  o f  t h e s e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  is  s i g n i f i c a n t .
D is c u s s io n
T h e r e  w e r e  tw o  m a in  f a u l t s  in  th e  d e s ig n  o f  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t .
F i r s t l y  th e  E S P  t e s t s  w e r e  n o t  w e l l  d e s ig n e d  in  t h a t  th e  s a m e  
t a r g e t  o r d e r  w a s  u s e d  f o r  a l l  S s . T h i s  p r o b l e m  h a s  a l r e a d y  
b e e n  d is c u s s e d  in  6 :1 . I t  w o u ld  b e  p r e f e r a b l e  to  h a v e  in d iv i d u a l  
t a r g e t  o r d e r s .  A ls o  th e  t y p e  o f  E S P  t e s t  u s e d  b e a r s  l i t t l e  
r e s e m b l a n c e  to  th e  m e m o r y  t e s t  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  d o e s  n o t  p r o v id e  
th e  b e s t  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  c o m p a r is o n .
S e c o n d ly ,  th e  E S P  t e s t s  w e r e  c o n d u c te d  p r i o r  to  th e  m e m o r y  
t e s t s  a n d  S s  a l r e a d y  k n e w  t h e i r  E S P  s c o r e s  w h e n  t h e y  t o o k  th e  
m e m o r y  t e s t .  C o n c e iv a b l y  t h is  c o u ld  le a d  to  a  s p u r io u s  
c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e  tw o .  I n  f a c t  a n y  e f f e c t  is  l i k e l y  to  b e  s m a l l  
s in c e  th e  t e s t s  w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  s o m e  t i m e  a p a r t  ( s e e  s c h e d u le  
o f  e x p e r i m e n t s )  b u t  i t  w o u ld  b e  p r e f e r a b l e  to  e l i m i n a t e  t h is  p o s s i b i l i t y .
A n  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o b l e m  is  t h a t  t h e  s e p a r a t i o n  o f  th e  t e s t s  m a y  r e d u c e  
a n y  g e n u in e  c o r r e l a t i o n  i f  v a r i a b l e s  s u c h  a s  m o o d , t i m e  o f  d a y  
o r  lo n g  t e r m  c h a n g e s  o f  s o m e  k in d  a f f e c t  E S P  o r  m e m o r y  s c o r e s  
in  th e  s a m e  w a y .  I d e a l l y  t h e  t e s t s  s h o u ld  b e  c a r r i e d  o u t  a t  
th e  s a m e  t i m e .  T h i s  w a s  d o n e  in  e x p e r i m e n t  17 ( 8 :7 ) . A  f i n a l  
p r o b l e m  is  th e  s m a l l  n u m b e r  o f  S s . T h e  e x p e r i m e n t  s h o u ld  
b e  r e p e a t e d  w i t h  m o r e  S s .
A p a r t  f r o m  t h e s e  f a u l t s  in  d e s ig n  a  p r o b l e m  a r i s e s  in  th e  a t t e m p t  
to  c o r r e l a t e  o n e  m e a s u r e ,  m e m o r y  t e s t  s c o r e s ,  w i t h  E S P  s c o r e s  
s in c e  th e  l a t t e r  p r o v id e  n o  in d e p e n d e n t  e v id e n c e  t h a t  a n y  E S P  w a s  
o c c u r  in g . T w o  a r g u m e n t s  m a y  b e  a p p l ic a b l e  h e r e .
1 . I t  is  o f t e n  a r g u e d  in  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  t h a t  a l t h o u g h  o v e r a l l  
E S P  s c o r e s  a r e  a t  c h a n c e  E S P  is  o c c u r r in g  b u t  i t s  e f f e c t s  a r e  
m a s k e d  b y  th e  o p p o s in g  e f f e c t s  o f  p s i - h i t t i n g  a n d  p s i - m i s s i n g .
I f  th e  h i t t in g  a n d  m i s s in g  c a n  b e  s e p a r a t e d  th e n  th e  e f f e c t s  o f  
E S P  c a n  b e  s e e n .  T h i s  h a s  b e e n  s u c c e s s f u l l y  a c h ie v e d  f o r  
e x a m p le  b y  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  s h e e p  f r o m  g o a ts  ( S c h m e id l e r  1945 ), 
b y  d is t i n g u i s h i n g  g r o u p s  o f  S s  a c c o r d in g  to  v a r i o u s  p e r s o n a l i t y  
o r  a t t i t u d e  m e a s u r e s  ( S c h m e id l e r  a n d  M c C o n n e l  1958 ) o r  b y  
c o r r e l a t i n g  E S P  s c o r e s  w i t h  s u c h  r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e s .
T r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  w h e n  c o r r e l a t i n g  E S P  s c o r e s  w i t h  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  
t h e r e  h a s  b e e n  n o  s u g g e s t io n  t h a t  o v e r a l l  E S P  s c o r e s  s h o u ld  
s h o w  a  s ig n i f i c a n t  d e v ia t i o n  f r o m  M C E  ( e .  g . F e a t h e r  1967 ).
S a r g e n t  h a s  a r g u e d  t h a t  i t  is  b y  j u s t  s u c h  t e c h n iq u e s  th a t  w e  
c a n  d e t e c t  th e  E S P  o t h e r w i s e  u n o b s e r v a b le  in  c h a n c e  s c o r e s  
( S a r g e n t  1979a )
2 . T h e  a b o v e  a r g u m e n t  s e e m s  r e a s o n a b l e ,  b u t  s t i l l  l e a v e s  
s o m e  d o u b t  a s  to  w h e t h e r  o n e  m i g h t  b e  s i m p l y  c o r r e l a t i n g  
r a n d o m  s c o r e s  w i t h  s o m e  o t h e r  m e a s u r e  a n d  h e n c e  p r o d c u in g  
m e a n in g le s s  c o r r e l a t i o n s .  T o  t e s t  t h is  w e  c o u ld  a d o p t  th e  
g e n e r a l  g u id e l in e  t h a t  th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  a n y  m e a s u r e  c a n n o t  b e
h ig h e r  th a n  i t s  r e l i a b i l i t y .  I n  t h is  c a s e  th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  a n y  r e l a t i o n s h i p
b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  m e m o r y  t e s t  s c o r e s  c a n n o t  b e  e x p e c te d
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to  b e  h ig h e r  th a n  th e  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  th e  s c o r e s  o n  w h ic h  i t  d e p e n d s .
T h e  m e m o r y  s c o r e s  a r e  l i k e l y ,  a l t h o u g h  u n te s te d  h e r e ,  to  b e  
f a i r l y  r e l i a b l e ,  b u t  t h is  c a n n o t  b e  s a id  o f  th e  E S P  s c o r e s ,  w h ic h  
r e q u i r e  t e s t in g .  In  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  w e  c a n  t e s t  th e  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  
th e  E S P  m e a s u r e  in  tw o  w a y s .
( a )  P o o le d  E S P  s c o r e s  f r o m  tw o  t e s t s  w e r e  u s e d . W e  c a n  
t h e r e f o r e  c a lc u l a t e  th e  t e s t - r e t e s t  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  th e  E S P  s c o r e s  
b y  c o r r e l a t i n g  th e  tw o  s c o r e s  f o r  e a c h  S . T h i s  g iv e s
r  =  - 0 . 49  ( t  =  2 . 36 19 d f  p  =  0 . 03 ).
T h i s  c o r r e l a t i o n  is  s i g n i f i c a n t  b u t  is  in  th e  d i r e c t i o n  o p p o s i t e  to  
t h a t  e x p e c t e d .  T h a t  is ,  S s  te n d e d  to  s c o r e  in  th e  o p p o s i t e  d i r e c t i o n  
o n  th e  tw o  t e s t s .  T h e  i n t e r t e s t  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  th e  E S P  s c o r e  is  
t h e r e f o r e  n e g l ig i b l e .
(b )  I t  c o u ld  b e  a r g u e d  t h a t  r e l i a b i l i t y  c o u ld  n o t b e  e x p e c t e d  b e t w e e n  
E S P  t e s t s  c a r r i e d  o u t  s o  f a r  a p a r t  in  t i m e  a n d  t h a t  i t  is  u n f a i r  to  
p o o l  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  tw o  s u c h  e x p e r i m e n t s .  W e  c a n  t h e r e f o r e  t e s t  
th e  r e l i a b i l i t y  w i t h i n  o n e  e x p e r i m e n t  b y  h a lv in g  th e  d a ta  f o r  e a c h
S a n d  c o r r e l a t i n g  th e  tw o  h a lv e s .  In  e x p e r i m e n t  4 . t h e r e  w e r e  f o u r  
r u n s  o f  25 t r i a l s  e a c h .  F o r  e a c h  S r u n  s c o r e s  o n  th e  f i r s t  a n d  t h i r d  
r u n s  w e r e  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  t h o s e  o n  th e  s e c o n d  a n d  f o u r t h  r u n s .  T h i s  
g iv e s  a  c o r r e l a t i o n  o f
r  = - 0 .1 7  ( t  =  0 . 64 19 d f  p  =  0 . 53 ) 
w h ic h  is  n o t s i g n i f i c a n t .  N o t  o n ly  is  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n  s m a l l ,  b u t  i t  
is  a ls o  n e g a t iv e .  I t  im p l i e s  t h e r e  is  n o  i n t e r n a l  c o n s is t e n c y  to  th e  
E S P  s c o r e s  in  t h is  c a s e .
C f  c o u r s e  in  o t h e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  th e  r e l i a b i l i t y  m a y  b e  d i f f e r e n t  a n d  
c e r t a i n l y  m o r e  Ss s h o u ld  b e  t e s t e d  b e f o r e  c o m in g  to  a n y  c o n c lu s io n s ,  
b u t  w i t h  no  t e s t - r e t e s t  r e l i a b i l i t y  o r  i n t e r n a l  c o n s is t e n c y  I  b e l i e v e  
i t  m u s t  b e  u n w a r r a n t e d  to  p la c e  a n y  r e l i a n c e  o n  a  c o r r e l a t i o n  
b e t w e e n  t h is  m e a s u r e  a n d  a n y  o t h e r .
1 9 5
F o l l o w i n g  t h is  a r g u m e n t  i t  m ig h t  b e  s u g g e s te d  t h a t  w e  s h o u ld  
o n ly  lo o k  f o r  c o r r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  o t h e r  m e a s u r e s  i f  
w e  h a v e  e i t h e r  e v id e n c e  f r o m  o v e r a l l  s c o r e s  t h a t  E S P  o c c u r r e d ,  
o r  s o m e  in d ic a t io n  o f  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  th e  E S P  t e s t  c o n c e r n e d .
I f  t h is  l a t t e r  a r g u m e n t  p r e v a i l s  th e n  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  
c a n n o t  b e  e x p e c t e d  to  r e v e a l  a n y t h in g  a b o u t  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  m e m o r y .  F u t u r e  e x p e r im e n t s  m ig h t  y ie l d  
r e l i a b l e  s c o r e s  a n d  c o u ld  b e  im p r o v e d  in  v a r i o u s  w a y s .  L a t e r  
e x p e r im e n t s  u s e d  m o r e  S s  in  s i m i l a r  e x p e r im e n t s  a n d  e x p lo r e d  
b o t h  d i f f e r e n t  k in d s  o f  m a n o r y  t e s t  a n d  d i f f e r e n t  a p p r o a c h e s  to  
t e s t in g  E S P .
F i n a l l y ,  i t  s h o u ld  b e  n o te d  t h a t  P e a r s o n  p r o d u c t - m o m e n t  c o r r e l a t i o n  
c o e f f i c ie n t s  h a v e  b e e n  u s e d  t h r o u g h o u t .  In  c e r t a i n  c a s e s  t h is  
m e a s u r e  m a y  n o t  b e  s t r i c t l y  a p p l ic a b l e  a n d  a  n o n - p a r a m e t r i c  t e s t  
m ig h t  h a v e  b e e n  b e t t e r .  H o w e v e r ,  in  a l l  s u c h  c a s e s  th e  le s s  
p o w e r f u l  t e s t  w o u ld  b e  e x p e c t e d  to  g iv e  a  lo w e r  v a lu e  o f  r ,  a n d  in  
n o  c a s e  w o u ld  t h is  a l t e r  th e  c o n c lu s io n s  d r a w n .  1
C o n c l u s io n
T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  E S P  t e s t s  w e r e  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  s c o r e s  Ln t e s t s  
o f  r e c a l l  a n d  r e c o g n i t i o n  b u t  n o  c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  fo u n d . V a r i o u s  
f a u l t s  in  th e  d e s ig n  w e r e  d is c u s s e d ,  a n d  th e  p r o b l e m  o f  t e s t in g  
c o r r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  a n  u n r e l i a b l e  m e a s u r e  s u c h  a s  E S P  w a s  
c o n s id e r e d .
1 . T h e  s a m e  a r g u m e n t  a p p l ie s  to  a l l  s e c t io n s  o f  t h is  c h a p t e r .
I n  n o  c a s e  w o u ld  th e  u s e  o f  a  n o n - p a r a m e t r i c  in s te a d  o f  p a r a m e t r i c  
t e s t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a l t e r  th e  c o n c lu s io n s  d r a w n .
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8 : 2  ( H ,  C  a n d  F )  A  C o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  R e c a l l
a n d  R e c o g n i t io n  S c o r e s  ( 2 )
I n t r o d u c t i o n
I n  th e  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  b e tw e e n  E S P  a n d  s c o r e s  
o n  t e s t s  o f  r e c a l l  a n d  r e c o g n i t i o n  w e r e  r e p o r t e d .  N o  c o r r e l a t i o n s  
w e r e  fo u n d  b u t  a  n u m b e r  o f  f a u l t s  in  th e  d e s ig n  w e r e  n o te d . T h i s  
e x p e r i m e n t  is  a n  i m p r o v e m e n t  o n  th e  l a s t  in  t h a t  m o r e  Ss w e r e  
u s e d  a n d  e a c h  h a d  a n  i n d iv i d u a l  t a r g e t  o r d e r  in  th e  E S P  t e s t s .
S o m e  r e m a i n i n g  p r o b l e m s  in  th e  m e th o d  a r e  d is c u s s e d  b e lo w .
M e t h o d
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  36 s tu d e n ts  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s .  T h e y  h a d  a l l  
p r e v i o u s l y  c o m p le t e d  2 E S P  t e s t s  ( d e s c r ib e d  in  f u l l  in  9:4  a n d  9 :5 ) 
o f  4 r u n s  e a c h  o f  a  s t a n d a r d  c l a i r v o y a n c e  t e s t .  T h e r e f o r e ,  f o r  
e a c h  S t h e r e  w a s  a n  E S P  s c o r e  f o r  200  t r i r i l s .
P r o c e d u r e .
T h e  m e m o r y  t e s t s  w e r e  s i m i l a r  to  th o s e  u s e d  f o r  th e  p r e v io u s  
e x p e r i m e n t .  T h e y  d i f f e r e d  in  t h a t  o n ly  3 m in u t e s  w e r e  a l lo w e d  
f o r  l e a r n i n g  a n d  r e c a l l  o f  th e  tw o  s e ts  o f  25 w o r d s .  T h e  w o r d s  
o f  th e  f i r s t  s e t  w e r e  a l l  o f  6 l e t t e r s  o r  le s s  a n d  th e  s e c o n d ,  
d i s r u p t i n g ,  s e t  o f  m o r e  th a n  6 l e t t e r s .  In  th e  f i n a l  r e c o g n i t i o n  
t e s t s  S s  w e r e  g iv e n  3 m in u t e s  in  w h ic h  to  u n d e r l in e  t h o s e  w o r d s  
o u t  o f  a  n e w  s e t  o f  100  w h ic h  h a d  a p p e a r e d  in  t ie  f i r s t  s e t .
T h e  t o t a l  n u m b e r  o f  w o r d s  r e c a l l e d  in  t h e  f i r s t  t e s t  a n d  r e c o g n is e d  
in  th e  f i n a l  t e s t  w a s  r e c o r d e d  a n d  th e  r e c a l l - r e c o g n i t i o n  r a t i o  
c a lc u l a t e d .  C o r r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  t h e s e  m e a s u r e s  a n d  E S P  s c o r e s  
w e r e  c a lc u l a t e d .
R e s u l t s
C o m p l e t e  r e s u l t s  f o r  e x p e r i m e n t s  C a n d  F  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  s e c t io n s  
9:4  a n d  9 :5.  F o r  th o s e  36  S s  t a k i n g  p a r t  h e r e  th e  m e a n  E S P  
s c o r e s  w a s  41 . 6 w h ic h  is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  M C E  
o f  40 . 0 ( t  =  1 . 98 35 d f  p  =  0 . 06 ).
F o r  th e  m e m o r y  t e s t s  m e a n s  w e r e  17 . 9 f o r  r e c a l l ,  20 . 6 f o r
r e c o g n i t i o n  a n d  0 . 87 f o r  r e c a l l  -  r e c o g n i t i o n  r a t i o .  W h e n  t h e s e
a r e  c o r r e l a t e d  W it h  th e  E S P  s c o r e s  th e  f o l l o w i n g  c o r r e l a t i o n
c o e f f i c ie n t s  a r e  o b t a in e d : -
R e c a l l  r = 0 . 43 t  =  2 .7 8  35 d f  p  =  0 .0 0 9
R e c o g n i t io n  r  =  0 . 31 t  =  1. 90  35 d f  p  =  0 . 07
R e c a l l -  r = 0 . 29 t  =  1. 77 35 d f  p  =  0 . 09
R e c o g n i t io n
r a t i o
T h e s e  r e s u l t s  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  th o s e  o f  th e  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t .  
M e m o r y  s c o r e s  a r e  l o w e r ,  p r e s u m a b l y  b e c a u s e  le s s  t i m e  w a s  
a l lo w e d  f o r  l e a r n i n g ,  a n d  t h e r e  is  a  s ig n i f i c a n t  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  r e c a l l  s c o r e s ,  th o u g h  n o t  w i t h  th e  o t h e r  
m e a s u r e s .
D is c u s s io n
T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  in d ic a t e  a  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  w o r d  r e c a l l  a b i l i t y ,  th o u g h  n o t  r e c o g n i t i o n .
T h i s  o u t c o m e  w a s  n o t  e x p e c t e d  o n  th e  b a s is  o f  a n y  o f  th e  
m o d e ls .  I t  im p l i e s  t h a t  t h e r e  m a y  b e  s o m e  p r o c e s s  in v o lv e d  
in  r e c a l l ,  b u t  n o t  in  r e c o g n i t i o n ,  w h ic h  is  r e l e v a n t  to  E S P .
T h i s  is  l i k e l y  to  b e  a  p r o c e s s  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  r e t r i e v a l  r a t h e r  
th a n  s t o r a g e .  A t  f i r s t  s ig h t  t h is  m i g h t  in d ic a t e  s u p p o r t  f o r  
a  m e m o r y  t h e o r y  o f  E S P  s u c h  a s  C a r i n g t o n ’ s ,  P r i c e ’ s o r  G a t l i n ’ s 
r a t h e r  th a n  R o l l ’ s m e m o r y  t h e o r y .  I n  t h is  r e s p e c t  i t  is  in t e r e s t i n g  
th a t  th e  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  o b t a in e d  w i t h  th e  h a r d e r  
m e m o r y  t a s k ,  w h ic h  c o n f o r m s  to  th e  s u g g e s t io n  t h a t  th e  m o r e  
d i f f i c u l t  m e m o r y  t a s k  m o r e  c l o s e l y  r e s e m b l e s  E S P .  T h i s  
p o s s i b i l i t y  w a s  t e s t e d  d i r e c t l y  in  e x p e r i m e n t  8 :7 .
B e f o r e  t r y i n g  to  i n t e r p r e t  t h e s e  f in d in g s  f u r t h e r ,  th o u g h , s o m e  
w o r d s  o f  c a u t io n  a r e  n e e d e d ,  f o r  tw o  r e a s o n s .  F i r s t ,  a s  
p r e v i o u s l y ,  th e  E S P  t e s t s  w e r e  c o n d u c te d  b e f o r e  th e  m e m o r y  
t e s t  a n d  S s  k n e w  t h e i r  E S P  s c o r e s ,  i f  th e y  c o u ld  r e m e m b e r  t h e m .  
T h i s  p r o b l e m  w a s  e l i m i n a t e d  in  l a t e r  t e s t s .  T h e  s e c o n d  p o in t  
c o n c e r n s  r e l i a b i l i t y .  I t  w a s  s u g g e s te d  in  d is c u s s in g  th e  la s t  
e x p e r i m e n t ,  t h a t  w e  s h o u ld  n o t  p la c e  r e l i a n c e  o n  c o r r e l a t i o n s
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b e t w e e n  m e a s u r e s  w h ic h  a r e  t h e m s e l v e s  u n r e l i a b l e .  W e  c a n  c h e c k  
th e  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  th e  E S P  m e a s u r e  u s e d  h e r e  b y  d e t e r m i n i n g  
th e  c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  f o r  th e  tw o  s e ts  o f  E S P  s c o r e s  f o r  
e a c h  S f r o m  e x p e r i m e n t s  C  a n d  F .  F o r  th e s e  
r  =  -  0 .  09 35 d f  t  =  0 . 55 p  =  0 . 59
T h i s  c o r r e l a t i o n  is  v e r y  s m a l l  a n d  i t  m u s t  b e  c o n c lu d e d  t h a t  
th e  E S P  s c o r e s  u s e d  d o  n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  a  r e l i a b l e  m e a s u r e .
C o n c lu s io n
T h e  r e s u l t s  s u p p o r t  th e  s u g g e s t io n  t h a t  E S P  c o r r e l a t e s  p o s i t i v e l y  
w i t h  m e a s u r e s  o f  r e c a l l  b u t  n o t  o f  r e c o g n i t i o n .  T h i s  m a y  le a d  
to  s p e c u la t io n  o n  th e  ty p e s  o f  p r o c e s s e s  c o m m o n  to  E S P  a n d  
m e m o r y ,  b u t  th e  r e s u l t s  m u s t  b e  t r e a t e d  w i t h  c a u t io n  s in c e  
th e y  a r e  b a s e d  o n  E S P  s c o r e s  w h ic h  w e r e  a l r e a d y  k n o w n  to  th e  
S s  a n d  w h ic h  n e i t h e r  d e v ia t e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  f r o m  M C E  n o r  s h o w  
i n t e r n a l  r e l i a b i l i t y .  C l e a r l y  f u r t h e r  in v e s t ig a t io n  is  r e q u i r e d  
b e f o r e  s u c h  s p e c u la t io n  is  w a r r a n t e d .
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8 : 3  (  8 ,  3  a n d  4 )  A  C o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  I n c i d e n t a l
L e a r n i n g  S c o r e s  ( 1 )
In t r o d u c t i o n
I n  t r y i n g  to  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  k in d  o f  m e m o r y  t a s k  m o s t  r e l a t e d  to  
E S P  t e s t s  o f  r e c a l l  a n d  r e c o g n i t i o n  h a v e  s o  f a r  b e e n  r e p o r t e d ,  
b u t  th e y  m a y  n o t  b e  th e  b e s t  to  u s e .  I t  w a s  a r g u e d  e a r l i e r  
t h a t  E S P  m o r e  c lo s e l y  r e s e m b l e s  th e  t a s k  o f  t r y i n g  t o  r e m e m b e r  
s o m e t h in g  w h ic h  o n e  h a s  n o t  p r e v i o u s l y  le a r n e d .  A ls o  th e  
r e s u l t s  o f  th e  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  in d ic a t e d  t h a t  a  h a r d e r  
m e m o r y  t a s k  m a y  b e  p r e f e r a b l e .  A  t e s t  o f  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  
m i g h t  m o r e  c l o s e l y  f i t  t h is  d e s c r i p t i o n .  In  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  
a  s i m p l e  t e s t  o f  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  w a s  u s e d  a n d  th e  s c o r e s  
f o r  e a c h  S r c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  E S P  s c o r e s .
M e t h o d
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  23 s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s  w h o  h a d  a l l  
p r e v i o u s l y  c o m p le t e d  2 E S P  t e s t s  ( s e e  9:1 a n d  9 :2 ) . T h e s e  
c o n s is t e d  o f  a  t o t a l  o f  200  t r i a l s  o f  a  s t a n d a r d  c la i r v o y a n c e  t e s t .
P r o c e d u r e .
B e f o r e  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  l e c t u r e  v a r i o u s  o b je c t s  w e r e  p la c e d  
o n  tw o  t a b le s  in  th e  l e c t u r e  t h e a t r e ,  w o r d s  a n d  n u m b e r s  w e r e  
w r i t t e n  o n  th e  b la c k b o a r d  a n d  p i c t u r e s  in  d i f f e r e n t  c o lo u r s  
w e r e  d r a w n  o n  th e  o v e r h e a d  p r o j e c t o r .  T h e s e  r e m a i n e d  u n t i l  
a f t e r  th e  l e c t u r e  w h e n  t h e y  w e r e  r e m o v e d .  C n  r e t u r n i n g  f r o m  
t h e i r  t e a  b r e a k  S s  w e r e  g iv e n  a n  a n s w e r  s h e e t  a n d  a s k e d  to  
r e c a l l  t h e s e  20  i t e m s .  T h e  n u m b e r  e a c h  S r e c a l l e d  c o r r e c t l y  
w a s  r e c o r d e d  a n d  t h is  m e m o r y  s c o r e  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  h is  E S P  s c o r e .
2 0 0
C o m p l e t e  r e s u l t s  f o r  e x p e r i m e n t s  3 a n d  4 c a n  b e  s e e n  in  s e c t io n s  
9:1  a n d  9 :2 . F o r  th e  23 S s  w h o  to o k  p a r t  h e r e  th e  m e a n  E S P  
s c o r e  w a s  41 . 1 , w h ic h  d o e s  n o t  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  f r o m  M C E  
o f  4 0 .0  ( t  =  1. 09 22 d f  p  =  0 . 29 ) .
T h e  m e m o r y  t e s t  w a s  e f f e c t i v e  in  t h a t  m o s t  Ss r e c a l l e d  s o m e  
i t e m s  a l t h o u g h  no  S recalled a l l  20  c o r r e c t l y .  T h e  m e a n  n u m b e r  
r e c a l l e d  w a s  7 . 78 . W h e n  m e m o r y  s c o r e s  a r e  c o r r e l a t e d  
w i t h  E S P  s c o r e s  r  =  -  0 . 40 . T h i s  is  not s i g n i f i c a n t  (  t  =  2 . 0 
22 d f  p  =  0 . 06 ).
D is c u s s io n
N o  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  o b t a in e d  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  
s c o r e s  o n  a n  i n c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  t e s t .  H o w e v e r ,  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
o b t a in e d  w a s  n e g a t iv e ,  t h a t  is ,  in  th e  o p p o s i t e  d i r e c t i o n  to  th o s e  
o b t a in e d  f o r  t e s t s  o f  r e c a l l  a n d  r e c o g n i t i o n .  T h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  
m a y  b e  w o r t h  p u r s u in g .
T h e r e  w e r e  a g a in  tw o  m a j o r  f a u l t s  in  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t .  In  th e  
E S P  t e s t s  S s  w e r e  a l l  g iv e n  th e  s a m e  t a r g e t  o r d e r ,  a n d  Ss k n e w  
t h e i r  E S P  s c o r e s  p r i o r  to  t a k i n g  the m e m o r y  t e s t .  T h e s e  
f a u l t s  a r e  e l i m i n a t e d  in  l a t e r  e x p e r i m e n t s .
C o n e  lu s  io n
A lt h o u g h  th e  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  in c i d e n t a l  
l e a r n i n g  s c o r e s  w a s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  i t s  d i r e c t i o n  m a y  in d ic a t e  
a  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h is  ty p e  o f  t e s t  a n d  th e  r e c a l l  a n d  
r e c o g n i t i o n  t e s t s  a l r e a d y  r e p o r t e d .  T h i s  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
w a s  n o t  e x p e c t e d .  S o  to  t e s t  i t  f u r t h e r  a  r e p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h is  
e x p e r i m e n t  w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  w i t h  m o r e  S s  a n d  im p r o v e d  E S P  
t e s t s .
R e s u l t s
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8 : 4  ( B ,  C  a n d  F  ) A C o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  I n c i d e n t a l
L e a r n i n g  S c o r e s  ( 2 )
In t r o d u c t i o n
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  r e p l i c a t e d  a s  c lo s e l y  a s  p s s ib le  th e  m e th o d  
a n d  c o n d i t io n s  o f  th e  l a s t .  T h e  o n ly  d i f f e r e n c e s  w e r e  ( a )  t h a t  
in  th e  E S P  te s t s  S s  h a d  i n d iv i d u a l  t a r g e t  l i s t s  a n d  ( b )  o n e  E S P  
t e s t  t o o k  p la c e  b e f o r e  th e  m e m o r y  t e s t  a n d  o n e  a f t e r w a r d s .
M e t h o d
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  50  s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s  w h o  a ls o  c o m p le t e d  
200  t r i a l s  o f  c l a i r v o y a n c e ,  100  t r i a l s  p r i o r  to  th e  m e m o r y  t e s t  
a n d  100  t r i a l s  a f t e r w a r d s  ( e x p e r i m e n t s  C  a n d  F  s e e  9:4  a n d  9 :5 ).
P r o c e d u r e .
T h e  p r o c e d u r e  f o r  th e  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  t e s t  w a s  i d e n t i c a l  to  
t h a t  in  8 :3 .
R e s u l t s
T h e  c o m p le t e  r e s u l t s  o f  e x p e r i m e n t s  C : a n d  F  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  
9:4  a n d  9 :5 . F o r  t h o s e  50  S s  w h o  to o k  p a r t  h e r e  th e  m e a n  E S P  
s c o r e  w a s  41 . 64 w h ic h  is  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a b o v e  th e  M C E  o f  40 . 0 
( t  =  2.  35  49 d f  p  =  0„ 023 ) .
M e m o r y  s c o r e s  v a r i e d  f r o m  2 to  17 i t e m s  r e c a l l e d  w i t h  a  m e a n  
o f  8. 26 . T h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e s e  s c o r e s  a n d  th e  E S P  
s c o r e  f o r  e a c h  S g iv e s  r  =  -  0 .1 9  (  t  =  1. 34 49 d f  p =  0 . 18 ). 
T h i s  c o r r e l a t i o n  is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  b u t  i t  is  n e g a t iv e ,  l i k e  t h a t  
fo u n d  in  th e  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t ,  w h ic h  m a y  in d ic a t e  s o m e  
w e a k  e f f e c t .
I t  h a s  p r e v i o u s l y  b e e n  s u g g e s te d  t h a t  th e  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  th e  E S P  
m e a s u r e  s h o u ld  b e  t e s t e d .  In  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  th e  c o m b in e d  E S P  
s c o r e s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a b o v e  M C E .  H o w e v e r ,  th e  i n t e r - t e s t
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r e l i a b i l i t y  is  a g a in  lo w  w i t h  r  =  0 .1 0  ( t  =  0 . 70  49  d f  p  =  0 . 49 ). 
T h i s  m e a n s  t h a t  a l t h o u g h  th e  o v e r a l l  E S P  s c o r e s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  
th e  m e a s u r e  is  n o t  r e l i a b l e  a n d  a n y  c o r r e l a t i o n  b a s e d  o n  i t  m a y  
n o t  b e  r e l i a b l e .
I n  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  i t  w a s  m e n t io n e d  t h a t  S s *  p r i o r  k n o w le d g e  
o f  t h e i r  E S P  s c o r e s  m ig h t  p r o d u c e  s p u r io u s  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  
m e m o r y  s c o r e s .  I n  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  h a l f  th e  t e s t  w a s  c o n d u c te d  
b e f o r e  th e  m e m o r y  t e s t  a n d  h a l f  a f t e r w a r d s .  T h i s  m a k e s  i t  
p o s s i b le  to  u s e  th e  E S P  s c o r e s  s e p a r a t e l y  in  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  
t h e  m e m o r y  s c o r e  to  s e e  w h e t h e r  t h e r e  is  a n y  d i f f e r e n c e .
T h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  a s  f o l lo w s
M e m o r y  -  E S P X ( C )  r  =  -  0 .1 6  t  =  1 . 09  49  d f  p  -  0 .  28
M e m o r y  -  E S P 2 ( F )  r  =  -  0 .11  t  =  0 . 77 49  d f  p  =  0 . 45
T h e r e  is  l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e s e  tw o  a n d  i t  c a n  b e  c o n c lu d e d  
t h a t  th e  S s ff k n o w le d g e  o f  t h e i r  E S P  s c o r e s  d id  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
a f f e c t  t h e i r  m e m o r y  s c o r e s .  T h i s  p r o b l e m  t h e r e f o r e  d o e s  n o t  
s e e m  i m p o r t a n t  a l t h o u g h  i t  w o u ld  b e  p r e f e r a b l e  to  a v o id  i t  
a l t o g e t h e r  i f  p o s s ib le .
D is c u s s io n
C e r t a i n  im p r o v e m e n t s  w e r e  in t r o d u c e d  in  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t .  
I n d i v i d u a l  t a r g e t  o r d e r s  w e r e  u s e d  in  th e  E S P  t e s t s  a n d  o n e  t e s t  
w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  a f t e r  th e  m e m o r y  t e s t .  H o w e v e r ,  t h e r e  is  
a n o t h e r  p r o b l e m .  I t  w a s  p r e v i o u s l y  s u g g e s te d  t h a t  i t  m a y  b e  
u n f a i r  to  c o r r e l a t e  a m e m o r y  s c o r e  w i t h  a n  E S P  s c o r e  t a k e n  
a t  a  d i f f e r e n t  t i m e .  T h e y  s h o u ld  b e  te s t e d  a t  th e  s a m e  t i m e .
T h e r e f o r e  in  th e  n e x t  e x p e r i m e n t  o n e  E S P  t e s t  w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  
b e f o r e  a n d  o n e  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  a s  th e  m e m o r y  t e s t ,  s o  t h a t  
th e  r e s u l t s  o n  e a c h  c o u ld  b e  c o m p a r e d .
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C o n c l u s i o n
T h e  r e s u l t s  s h o w  a n o t h e r  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e tw e e n  E S P  
s c o r e s  a n d  s c o r e s  o n  a n  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  t a s k ,  b u t  t h is  
c o r r e l a t i o n  is  s m a l l  a n d  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t .  T h e  E S P  s c o r e s  w e r e  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a b o v e  M C E  b u t  a g a in  r e l i a b i l i t y  w a s  lo w . T h e  
r e s u l t s  g iv e  d u b io u s  g r o u n d s  f o r  s u p p o s in g  t h e r e  is  a  r e a l  
e f f e c t  h e r e ,  b u t  to  t e s t  o n e  l a s t  p o s s i b i l i t y  a  t h i r d  r e p l i c a t i o n  
w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t .
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8 : 5  ( 1 8  a n d  1 4  )  A  C o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  I n c i d e n t a l
L e a r n i n g  S c o r e s  ( 3 )
In t r o d u c t i o n
I n  tw o  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  a  s m a l l  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  
fo u n d  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  s c o r e s  o n  a  t e s t  o f  in c i d e n t a l  
l e a r n i n g .  I t  w a s  s u g g e s te d  t h a t  i t  m ig h t  b e  p r e f e r a b l e  to  
g iv e  th e  E S P  a n d  m e m o r y  t e s t s  a t  th e  s a m e  t i m e .  I t  w a s  n o t  
p o s s i b le  t o  c o m b in e  th e  t w o  t a s k s  h e r e  b u t  in  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  
tw o  E S P  te s t s  w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  (a s  b e f o r e ) ,  o n e  b e f o r e  a n d  
o n e  in  th e  s a m e  s e s s io n  a s  t h e  m e m o r y  t e s t .
M e t h o d
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  20  s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s  w h o  h a d  p r e v i o u s l y  
c o m p le t e d  100  t r i a l s  in  a  c l a i r v o y a n c e  t e s t  ( 14 ).
P r o c e d u r e .
T h e  p r o c e d u r e  f o r  th e  i n c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  t a s k  w a s  i d e n t i c a l  to  
t h a t  f o r  8:3 a n d  8 :4 . A f t e r  S s  h a d  c o m p le t e d  t h is  t h e y  w e r e  g iv e n  
a n  a n s w e r  s h e e t  w i t h  b la n k  s p a c e s  f o r  4 r u n s  o f  25 t r i a l s  e a c h  
o f  a  c l a i r v o y a n c e  t e s t ,  a n d  a n  o p a q u e  e n v e lo p e  w h ic h  th e y  w e r e  
t o ld  c o n t a in e d  4 l i s t s  o f  25 E S P  s y m b o ls .  T h e y  w e r e  a s k e d  to  
u s e  t h e i r  E S P  to  ’ s e e ’ w h a t  t h e i r  e n v e lo p e  c o n ta  in e d  a n d  to  
r e c o r d  t h e i r  a n s w e r s  o n  th e  s h e e t .  W h e n  th e y  h a d  a l l  c o m p le t e d  
t h i s ,  a n d  n o t  b e f o r e ,  t h e y  w e r e  a l lo w e d  to  s w a p  s h e e ts  w i t h  a  
n e ig h b o u r  a n d  m a r k  e a c h  o t h e r s ©  T h e  a n s w e r s  f o r  th e  m e m o r y  
t e s t  w e r e  th e n  g iv e n  a n d  t h e s e  m a r k e d .
T a r g e t s .
T h e  t a r g e t  l i s t s  w e r e  p r e p a r e d  b y  c o m p u t e r  a n d  s e a le d  in  o p a q u e  
n u m b e r e d  e n v e lo p e s  b y  a n  a s s i s t a n t  ( T .  T . ) w h o  to o k  no  f u r t h e r  
p a r t  in  th e  e x p e r i m e n t .
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R e s u l t s
C o m p l e t e  r e s u l t s  f o r  b o t h  E S P  t e s t s  (14 a n d  18 ) c a n  b e  s e e n  
in  s e c t io n s  9:6  a n d  9 :7 . F o r  t h o s e  20  S s  w h o  to o k  p a r t  h e r e  
t h e  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e ,  f o r  th e  f i r s t  t e s t  w a s  19 . 70 . T h i s  
is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  M C E  o f  20 . 0  (  t  =  0 . 36 19 d f  
p  =  0 .  73 ) . F o r  th e  E S P  t e s t  t a k e n  a s  p a r t  o f  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  
t h e  m e a n  w a s  a ls o  19 . 70  (  t  =  0 . 34- 19 d f  p  =  0 . 74  ) , F o r  
th e  c o m b in e d  r e s u l t s  th e  m e a n  w a s  39 . 4 w h e r e  M C E  is  40  . 0 .
T h i s  is  a ls o  n o t  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  ( t  =  0 . 53 19 d f  p  =  0 . 60  ). 
T h e  m e a n  n u m b e r  o f  i t e m s  c o r r e c t l y  r e c a l l e d  in  th e  in c i d e n t a l  
l e a r n i n g  t e s t  w a s  12 . 4 .
V a r i o u s  c o r r e l a t i o n s  a r e  o f  i n t e r e s t ,  a n d  a r e  l i s t e d  b e lo w
M e f n o r y  -  E S P c o m b in e d  r  =  - 0 .  22 t  =  0 . 96 1 9 d f  p  =  0 . 35
M e m o r y  - E S P j  r  =  - 0 . 18 t  =  0 .  77  1 9 d f . p  =  0 . 45
M e m o r y  -  E S P 2 r  =  - 0 .1 8  t  =  0 . 50  19 d f  p  =  0 . 62
E S P  i  -  E S P 2 r  =  - 0 .1 9  t  =  0 . 50  19 d f  p  =  0 . 62
I t  c a n  b e  s e e n  t h a t  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  t o t a l  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  
m e m o r y  s c o r e s  is  a g a in  n e g a t iv e ,  b u t  i t  is  v e r y  s m a l l  a n d  h a s  
a  h ig h  a s s o c ia t e d  p r o b a b i l i t y .  T w o  o t h e r  p o in ts  a r e  o f  in t e r e s t .
1 . T h e  i n t e r - t e s t  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  th e  E S P  s c o r e s  is  a g a in  lo w  a n d  
th e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  the tw o  s c o r e s  is  n e g a t iv e .  T o  t h is  e x t e n t  
th e  E S P  m e a s u r e  is  u n r e l i a b l e .
2 . I t  w a s  s u g g e s te d  t h a t  a  t e s t  o f  E S P  m a d e  a t  th e  s a m e  t i m e  a s  
th e  m e m o r y  t e s t  m ig h t  p r o d u c e  a  h ig h e r  c o r r e l a t i o n .  H o w e v e r ,  
th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  t e s t  g iv e n  i m m e d i a t e l y  a f t e r  th e  m e m o r y  t e s t ,  
a n d  b e f o r e  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h a t  w e r e  k n o w n , s h o w  n o  d i f f e r e n c e  
f r o m  th e  e a r l i e r  t e s t .  T h e  m e a n s  f o r  th e  tw o  t e s t s  a r e  th e  s a m e  
a n d  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  m e m o r y  s c o r e s  v e r y  s i m i l a r  a n d  b o th  
i n s i g n i f i c a n t .  C l e a r l y  c a r r y i n g  o u t  th e  t e s t s  in  the s a m e  s e s s io n  
m a k e s  n o  d i f f e r e n c e  to  th e  r e s u l t s .
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S in c e  tw o  e x p e r i m e n t s  h a d  a l r e a d y  s h o w n  a  s m a l l  n e g a t iv e  
c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  s c o r e s ,  t h is  
o n e  a t t e m p t e d  to  r e p l i c a t e  t h is  f i n d i n g  w i t h  th e  a d d i t io n  t h a t  
o n e  E S P  t e s t  w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  in  t h e  s a m e  s e s s io n  a s  th e  
m e m o r y  t e s t .  I t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h is  d id  n o t  im p r o v e  th e  r e s u l t s ,  
a n o t h e r  v e r y  s m a l l  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  o b t a in e d .  T h i s  
m e th o d  w a s  n o t  id e a l  th o u g h , f o r  th e  tw o  t e s t s  w e r e  s t i l l  
s e p a r a t e .  I t  m ig h t  b e  p r e f e r a b l e  to  in c o r p o r a t e  th e  tw o  in to  
o n e  t e s t  (a s  f o r  e x a m p le  in  th e  m e t h o d  o f  K a n t h a m a n i  a n d  R a o  
1974 ) .  T h i s  w a s  a t t e m p t e d  in  e x p e r i m e n t  8 :7 .
T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h r e e  s i m i l a r  s t u d ie s  c a n  n o w  b e  s u m m a r i s e d  
T h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  o b t a in e d  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  
s c o r e s  a r e  s h o w n  b e lo w  f o r  e a c h ,  e x p e r i m e n t .
D i s c u s s i o n
1 . 8:3 r  = -  0 . 40 t  =  2 . 0 22 d f  p  =  0 . 06
2 . 8:4 r  - -  0. 19 t  =  1 .3 4 49 d f  p  =  0 . 18
3 . 8:5 r  = -  0. 22 t  =  0 . 96 19 d f  p  =  0 . 35
A l l  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  a r e  n e g a t iv e  b u t  n o n e  is  s i g n i f i c a n t .  In  
a d d i t io n  it  m u s t  b e  a d d e d  t h a t  i n t e r - t e s t  r e l i a b i l i t y  f o r  th e  E S P  
s c o r e s  w a s  u n i f o r m l y  lo w  a n d  i t  a p p e a r e d  to  m a k e  v e r y  l i t t l e  
d i f f e r e n c e  w h e n  th e  E S P  t e s t s  w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t .
C o n c lu s  io n
T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h r e e  s t u d ie s  d o  n o t  p r o v id e  s t r o n g  e v id e n e e  
f o r  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g .  H o w e v e r ,  
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  s o  f a r  m e a s u r e s  o f  r e c a l l  a n d  r e c o g n i t i o n  c o r r e l a t e  
p o s i t i v e l y  w i t h  E S P  a n d  m e a s u r e s  o f  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  n e g a t iv e l y ,  
m a y  in d ic a t e  a n  e f f e c t  w o r t h  p u r s u in g .  T o  e x p l o r e  t h is  f u r t h e r  
o t h e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  u s e d  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  m e m o r y  t e s t .  T h e  
n e x t  e x p e r i m e n t  u s e s  a n o t h e r  k in d  o f  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  t a s k .
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8 :  6  (  J  )  A  C o r r e l a t i o n  B e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  I n c i d e n t a l  L e a r n i n g
o f  W o r d s  
I n t r o d u c t i o n
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  h a s  b e e n  r e p o r t e d  in  m o r e  d e t a i l  in  s e c t io n  7 :6 . 
S s  w e r e  g iv e n  a n  E S P  t e s t  w i t h  w o r d  t a r g e t s  a n d  a f t e r w a r d s  
w e r e  u n e x p e c t e d ly  a s k e d  to  r e c a l l  t h e m .  I t  w a s  d e s ig n e d  to  t e s t  
f i r s t l y  w h e t h e r  th o s e  w o r d s  w h ic h  a r e  e a s i l y  r e c a l l e d  m a k e  
b e t t e r  E S P  t a r g e t s i ( s e e  7 :6 )  a n d  s e c o n d ly  w h e t h e r  th o s e  S s  
w h o  r e c a l l  m o s t  w o r d s  a ls o  d o  b e t t e r  o n  th e  E S P  t e s t .  T h e  
m e m o r y  t a s k  w a s  in te n d e d  to  b e  d i f f i c u l t  s in c e  t h e r e  is  s o m e  
in d ic a t io n  t h a t  t h is  m a y  m a k e  f o r  a  f a i r e r  c o m p a r is o n  w i t h  E S P .
M e t h o d  ( f o r  d e t a i l s  s e e  7 :6 )
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  45 s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s .
T a r g e t s .
T a r g e t s  w e r e  50  f i v e - l e t t e r  n o u n s . F o r  e a c h  S a l i s t  o f  10  o f  
t h e s e  w a s  p r e p a r e d ,  r a n d o m l y ,  b y  c o m p u t e r  a n d  s e a le d  in  a n  
o p a q u e  n u m b e r e d  e n v e lo p e  b y  a n  a s s is t a n t  ( T . T . ).
P r o c e d u r e .
S s  w e r e  g iv e n  a n  a n s w e r  s h e e t  l i s t i n g  th e  50  t a r g e t  w o r d s  a n d  
a n  e n v e lo p e  a n d  w e r e  a s k e d  to  u n d e r l in e  th o s e  10  w h ic h  th e y  
th o u g h t  a p p e a r e d  in  t h e i r  e n v e lo p e .  A f t e r  t h is  th e  l i s t s  w e r e  
r e m o v e d  a n d  th e y  w e r e  u n e x p e c t e d ly  a s k e d  to  r e c a l l  th e  50  w o r d s .  
F o r  e a c h  S th e  n u m b e r  o f  E S P  h i t s  a n d  th e  n u m b e r  o f  w o r d s  
c o r r e c t l y  r e c a l l e d  w a s  r e c o r d e d .
R e s u l t s
O v e r a l l  E S P  s c o r e s  w e r e  a s  f o l lo w s  : -
T h e  m e a n  n u m b e r  o f  h i ts  w a s  1 . 89 w h ic h  is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  M C E  o f  2 . 0  ( t  =  0 . 76  44 d f  p  =  0 . 45 )
T h e  m e a n  n u m b e r  o f  w o r d s  r e c a l l e d  w a s  14 . 3 o u t  o f  50  (S D  =  5 . 07 )
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i n d ic a t in g  t h a t  th e  S s  fo u n d  th e  t a s k  d i f f i c u l t .  T h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
b e t w e e n  t h e s e  m e a s u r e s  g iv e s  r  =  - 0 .1 6  w h ic h  is  n o t  s ig n i f i c a n t  
( a s s o c ia t e d  t  =  1. 06 44 d f  p  =  0 . 29 ).
D is c u s s io n
I n  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  a  m e m o r y  t e s t  a n d  a n  E S P  t e s t  w e r e  b o th  
c a r r i e d  o u t  in  th e  s a m e  s e s s io n  a n d  a  s m a l l  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
b e t w e e n  th e  s c o r e s  o n  e a c h  w a s  o b t a in e d .  I t  s h o u ld  p e r h a p s  b e  
n o te d  t h a t  t h is  m e m o r y  t e s t  w a s  a g a in  o n e  o f  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  
s in c e  S s  d id  n o t  k n o w  b e f o r e h a n d  t h a t  t h $ y  w e r e  to  b e  a s k e d  to  
r e c a l l  t h e  w o r d s ,  a n d  a g a in  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w i t h  E S P  s c o r e s  is  
n e g a t iv e .  T h i s  m a y  p r o v id e  in c e n t i v e  f o r  f o l l o w i n g  u p  th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a  r e a l  e f f e c t ,  b u t  i t  m u s t  b e  r e m e m b e r e d  t h a t  th e  
c o r r e l a t i o n  is  v e r y  s m a l l .
C o n c lu s io n
A n o t h e r  s m a l l  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  in c i d e n t a l  
l e a r n i n g  s c o r e s  w a s  o b t a in e d  in  a n  e x p e r i m e n t  in  w h ic h  b o th  
w e r e  te s t e d  in  th e  s a m e  s e s s io n .
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8 ;  7  (  1 7  )  A  C o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  W o r d  R e c a l l  T a s k s
o f  D i f f e r i n g  D i f f i c u l t y  
I n t r o d u c t i o n
In  p r e v io u s  e x p e r im e n t s  a  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  r e c a l l  
s c o r e s  a n d  E S P  a n d  s m a l l  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  
i n c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  a n d  E S P  h a v e  b e e n  o b t a in e d .  A l t h o u g h  a l l  
t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  a r e  s m a l l ,  i f  w e  a s s u m e ,  f o r  th e  m o m e n t ,  a  
r e a l  e f f e c t  th e n  s e v e r a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  a r e  p o s s ib le .
1 . A t t e n t i o n a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  m a y  b e  r e s p o n s i b le .
2 . T h e  d i f f e r e n t  e x t e n t  to  w h ic h  th e  i n f o r m a t i o n  w a s  p r o c e s s e d  
m a y  b e  im p o r t a n t .
3 . T h e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  th e  m e m o r y  t a s k  m a y  b e  c r u c i a l .
U n d o u b t e d ly  t h e r e  a r e  m a n y  o t h e r  p o s s ib le  in t e r p r e t a t io n s  w h ic h  
c o u ld  b e  te s t e d  b u t  i t  w a s  th o u g h t  p r e m a t u r e  t o  t r y  to  t e s t  
i n d iv i d u a l  h y p o th e s e s  in  d e t a i l ,  In s t e a d  th e  f o l l o w i n g  e x p e r i m e n t  
w a s  d e s ig n e d  a s  a  g e n e r a l  t e s t  f o r  a l l  o f  th e  a b o v e  s u g g e s t io n s .
S s  w e r e  g iv e n  a n  i n c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  t a s k  s i m i l a r  to  t h a t  u s e d  
in  th e  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t  b u t  t h e y  w e r e  a s k e d  to  r e c a l l  b o th  
t h o s e  w o r d s  w h ic h  t h e y  h a d  c h o s e n  in  th e  E S P  t a s k ,  a n d  th o s e  
t h e y  h a d  n o t ,  a n d  th e  tw o  w e r e  c o r r e l a t e d  s e p a r a t e l y  w i t h  E S P  
s c o r e s .  T h e  c h o s e n  w o r d s  m ig h t  b e  e x p e c te d  to  b e  b e t t e r  
a t t e n d e d  t o ,  b e t t e r  p r o c e s s e d ,  a n d  e a s i e r  to  r e c a l l  th a n  th e  
n o n - c h o s e n  w o r d s .  W e  s h o u ld  t h e r e f o r e  e x p e c t  a  d i f f e r e n c e  in  
th e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  th e  tw o  ty p e s  o f  m e m o r y  t e s t  a n d  th e  
E S P  s c o r e s .  T h a t  is ,  i f  a n y  o f  th e  a b o v e  h y p o th e s e s  is  c o r r e c t ,  
t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  th e  n u m b e r  o f  n o n - c h o s e n  w o r d s  r e c a l l e d  
a n d  E S P  s h o u ld  b e  h ig h e r  th a n  t h a t  b e t w e e n  th e  c h o s e n  w o r d s  
r e c a l l e d  a n d  E S P . I f  s u c h  a  d i f f e r e n c e  is  n o t  fo u n d  t h e s e  
h y p o th e s e s  c a n  b e  r e j e c t e d ,  b u t  i f  i t  is  fo u n d  th e n  f u r t h e r  
e x p e r i m e n t s  s h o u ld  b e  d e s ig n e d  to  e x p l o r e  t h e m  f u r t h e r .  S in c e  
t h is  t a s k  is  a g a in  o n e  o f  i n c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  b o t h  c o r r e l a t i o n s  
w e r e  e x p e c te d  to  b e  n e g a t iv e .
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S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  32 s tu d e n ts  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s .
T a r g e t s .
T a r g e t s  w e r e  50  c o m m o n  f o u r  l e t t e r  w o r d s  a r r a n g e d  in  10  g r o u p s  
o f  f i v e .  O n  e a c h  t r i a l  S s  w e r e  r e q u e s t e d  to  c h o o s e  o n e  o f  f i v e  
w o r d s .  T h e  t a r g e t  l i s t s  o f  10  w o r d s  e a c h  w e r e  p r e p a r e d  b y  
c o m p u t e r  a n d  s e a le d  in  o p a q u e ,  n u m b e r e d  e n v e lo p e s  b y  a n  
a s s i s t a n t  ( T . T . )  w h o  t o o k  n o  f u r t h e r  p a r t  in  th e  e x p e r i m e n t .
P r o c e d u r e .
S s  w e r e  g iv e n  a  l i s t  o f  10 g r o u p s  o f  5 w o r d s  e a c h  a n d  a n  e n v e lo p e  
c o n t a in in g  t h e i r  t a r g e t  l i s t .  T h e y  w e r e  a s k e d  to  u n d e r l in e  o n e  
o f  th e  f i v e  w o r d s  in  e a c h  g r o u p  w h ic h  th e y  th o u g h t  a p p e a r e d  in  
th e  t a r g e t  l i s t .  W h e n  t h e y  h a d  a l l  f in is h e d  th e y  g a v e  in  t h e i r  
s h e e ts  a n d  w e r e  g iv e n  a  b la n k  s h e e t  a n d  a s k e d  to  r e m e m b e r  a s  
m a n y  w o r d s  a s  th e y  c o u ld ,  in c lu d in g  th o s e  t h e y  h a d  c h o s e n  a n d  
a s  m a n y  o t h e r  w o r d s  a s  p o s s i b le .  W h e n  th e y  h a d  f i n i s h e d ,  th e  
t e s t  s h e e ts  w e r e  r e t u r n e d  a n d  t h e y  w e r e  a l lo w e d  to  m a r k  e a c h  
o t h e r s .  A l l  w e r e  r e c h e c k e d  l a t e r .  F o r  e a c h  S t h e  E S P  h i t s ,  
a n d  th e  n u m b e r  o f  w o r d s ,  b o th  c h o s e n  a n d  n o t  c h o s e n ,  w a s  
r e c o r d e d .
R e s u l t s
T h e  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e  w a s  1 . 94 w h ic h  is  s l i g h t l y ,  b u t  n o t  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  b e lo w  M C E  o f  2 . 0  ( t  =  0 . 32 p  =  0 . 25 ).
M e m o r y  s c o r e s  f o r  th e  c h o s e n  w o r d s  a v e r a g e d  7 . 5 ( 75  % ) (  S D  =  2 . 89 ) 
a n d  f o r  th e  n o n - c h o s e n  w o r d s  6 . 2 (  15 . 6 % ) ( S D  =  4 . 56  ) . T h i s  
l a r g e  d i f f e r e n c e  in d ic a t e s  t h a t ,  a s  e x p e c t e d ,  th e  c h o s e n  w o r d s  
w e r e  m o r e  r e a d i l y  r e c a l l e d  a n d  h a d  p r e s u m a b ly  b e e n  b e t t e r  
a t t e n d e d  to . T h e  tw o  t a s k s  t h e r e f o r e  d i f f e r e d  in  d i f f i c u l t y  a s  
in te n d e d .  T h e  m e a n  f o r  o v e r a l l  m e m o r y  s c o r e s  w a s  13 . 72  (S D  =  5 . 60 ).
M e t h o d
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F o r  e a c h  S th e  tw o  m e m o r y  s c o r e s  w e r e  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  th e  E S P  
t e s t  s c o r e  a n d  th e  f o l l o w i n g  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w e r e  o b t a in e d : -
E S P  -  c h o s e n  w o r d s  r e c a l l e d  r  =  0
E S P  -  n o n - c h o s e n  w o r d s  r e c a l l e d  r  =  0 . 32  (  z  =  1 . 80 31 d f
p  =  0 . 07 o r  t  =  1 . 85 p  =  0 . 07 )
E S P  -  t o t a l  w o r d s  r e c a l l e d  r  =  0 . 26 (  z  =  1 . 46  31 d f
p  -  0 . 14 )
I t  is  c l e a r  t h a t  n o n e  o f  t h e s e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  is  s i g n i f i c a n t .
D i s c u s s i o n
S m a l l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w e r e  a g a in  o b t a in e d  a n d  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  
th e  tw o  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w a s  in  th e  d i r e c t i o n  o p p o s it e  to  t h a t  e x p e c t e d .  
T h a t  is ,  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w e r e  p r e d ic t e d  w i t h  th e  h ig h e r  
c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  n o n - c h o s e n  w o r d s .  In s t e a d  t h e r e  
w a s  n o  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  th e  n u m b e r  o f  c h o s e n  w o r d s  r e c a l l e d  
a n d  E S P  a n d  a  p o s i t i v e  ( th o u g h  s m a l l  ) c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  
a n d  th e  n u m b e r  o f  n o n - c h o s e n  w o r d s  r e c a l l e d .  T h e  m a in  h y p o th e s is  
o f  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  w a s  t h e r e f o r e  n o t  c o n f i r m e d .
A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  f r o m  p r e v io u s  r e s u l t s ,  w e  c a n  m a k e  th e  s i m p l e  
p r e d i c t i o n  t h a t  s in c e  th is  t a s k  w a s  o n e  o f  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  
th e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  E S P  s c o r e s  s h o u ld  b e  n e g a t iv e .  N o n e  o f  t h e m  
w a s  a n d  th e  o v e r a l l  m e m o r y  s c o r e  g iv e s  a  w e a k  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
w i t h  E S P  s c o r e s .  T h i s  m a k e s  i t  s e e m  m o r e  l i k e l y  t h a t  p r e v io u s  
w e a k  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w e r e  s p u r io u s ,  o r  a t  l e a s t ,  i f  t h e r e  w a s  
a n  e f f e c t  o p e r a t in g  i t  is  e i t h e r  s p e c i f i c  to  th e  p r e v io u s  t a s k  u s e d  
a n d  n o t  g e n e r a l i s a b l e  to  o t h e r  in c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  t a s k s ,  o r  i t  is  
s p o r a d i c  a n d  n o t  r e p e a t a b l e .
C o n c lu s io n
O n  th e  b a s is  o f  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  s e v e r a l  h y p o th e s e s  w e r e  m a d e  
a n d  t e s t e d ,  b u t  w e r e  n o t  c o n f i r m e d .  T h e  m o s t  J ilc e ly  c o n c lu s io n  
s e e m s  to  b e  t h a t  th e  w e a k  c o r r e l a t i o n s  o b t a in e d  h e r e  w e r e  d u e  to  
c h a n c e .  P o s s ib le  c o n c lu s io n s  a r e  d is c u s s e d  m o r e  f u l l y  in  8 :9 .
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8 : 8  (  M  )  A  C o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  M e m o r y  a n d  E S P  i n  Y o u n g
C h i l d r e n
In t r o d u c t i o n
P r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  o n  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e tw e e n  E S P  a n d  m e m o r y  
h a v e  u s e d  E S P  s c o r e s  p r o v i d i n g  l i t t l e  e v id e n c e  f o r  E S P  a n d  o f  lo w  
r e l i a b i l i t y .  In  a n  a t t e m p t  t o  e l i c i t  b e t t e r  E S P  d a t a  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  
w e r e  u s e d  a s  S s . T h e  e x p e r i m e n t  is  d e s c r ib e d  in  d e t a i l  in  s e c t io n  
10:4  a n d  h a s  a l r e a d y  b e e n  d is c u s s e d  in  6:6  a n d  7 :7 . T h e  r e l e v a n t  
d e t a i l s  o n ly  a r e  g iv e n  h e r e .
M e t h o d  ( f o r  d e t a i l  s e e  1 0 :4 )
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  46 c h i l d r e n  a g e d  3 - 5  y e a r s ,  t e s t e d  in  p a i r s .
P r o c e d u r e .
P a i r s  o f  c h i l d r e n  c o m p le t e d  20  t r i a l s  o f  a  G E S P  t e s t  w i t h  p i c t u r e  
t a r g e t s .  B o th  c h i l d r e n  a c te d  a s  s e n d e r  o r  r e c e i v e r  f o r  10 t r i a l s .  
I n  a d d i t io n  th e y  c o m p le t e d  a  m e m o r y  t e s t  w i t h  th e  s a m e  p i c t u r e s ,  
25 b e f o r e  a n d  21 a f t e r w a r d s .  F o r  e a c h  S th e  n u m b e r  o f  E S P  
h it s  a s  b o th  s e n d e r  a n d  r e c e i v e r  a n d  th e  n u m b e r  o f  p i c t u r e s  
r e c a l l e d  w a s  r e c o r d e d  a n d  th e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  c o r r e l a t e d .
R e s u l t s
C o m p l e t e  E S P  d a t a  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  1 0 :4 . F o r  th e  46  S s  t a k in g  
p a r t  h e r e  th e  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e  w a s  2 . 0  w h ic h  is  i d e n t i c a l  to  
M C E  ( t  =  0 ). T w o  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w e r e  c a lc u l a t e d .  F i r s t l y ,
E S P  s c o r e  a s  r e c e i v e r  w i t h  m e m o r y  s c o r e ,  f o r  w h ic h  
r  =  -  0 . 23 (  z  =  1 . 54  45  d f  p  =  0 .1 2  ).
S e c o n d ly ,  f o r  E S P  s c o r e  a s  s e n d e r  a n d  m e m o r y  s c o r e  
r  =  0 . 03 (  z  =  0 . 20 45  d f. p  =  0 . 84 ).
N e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  is  s ig n i f i c a n t .
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D i s c u s s i o n  a n d  C o n c l u s i o n
I t  w a s  h o p e d  t h a t  w i t h  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  a s  Ss b e t t e r  E S P  s c o r e s  
a n d  b e t t e r  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  m e m o r y  s c o r e s  w o u ld  b e  o b t a in e d .
A s  h a s  a l r e a d y  b e e n  d is c u s s e d  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  e x p e r i m e n t  
w i t h  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  d id  n o t  p r o d u c e  th e  h o p e d  f o r  E S P  s c o r e s .
I t  is  t h e r e f o r e  p e r h a p s  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  a r e  
a ls o  lo w .  O n  th e  b a s is  o f  p r e v io u s  r e s u l t s  w i t h  r e c a l l  t e s t s  
a  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  e x p e c t e d  b e t w e e n  th e  r e c e i v e r ’ s E S P  
a n d  m e m o r y  s c o r e s ,  b u t  a  s m a l l  n e g a t iv e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  
o b t a in e d .  T h e  o n ly  c o n c lu s io n  c a n  b e  t h a t  in  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  
t h e r e  w a s  n o  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  m e m o r y  s c o r e s  
in  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n .
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8 : 9  S u m m a r y  a n d  D i s c u s s i o n  o f  R e s u l t s
T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  8 e x p e r i m e n t s  h a v e  b e e n  p r e s e n t e d  in  t h is  s e c t io n .  
T h e y  a l l  in v e s t ig a t e d  c o r r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  m e m o r y  
t e s t  s c o r e s  o f  v a r i o u s  k in d s .  I n  T a b l e  20 . a n  a t t e m p t  to  
s u m m a r i s e  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  is  m a d e .  S e v e r a l  a p p r o a c h e s  to  m a k in g  
s e n s e  o f  t h e s e  d a t a  a r e  p o s s i b le .
1 . T h e  m o s t  c o n s e r v a t i v e  a r g u m e n t  is  t h a t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  c a n  o n ly  
b e  m e a n in g f u l  i f  th e  m e a s u r e s  b e in g  c o r r e l a t e d  a r e  r e l i a b l e  a n d  
c o n s is t e n t .  I t  h a s  b e e n  s h o w n  in  s e v e r a l  c a s e s  t h a t  th e  E S P  
m e a s u r e  h e r e  is  n e i t h e r  c o n s i s t e n t  n o r  r e l i a b l e .  T h i s  m ig h t  
le a d  o n e  to  r e j e c t  th e  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  c o r r e l a t i o n s  a s  i n v a l id ,  
th o u g h  i t  m u s t  b e  n o te d  t h a t  t h is  m i g h t  e n t a i l  c o m m i t t i n g  a  ty p e  11 
e r r o r  a n d  p r o b a b l y  f e w  w o u ld  a c c e p t  t h is  a r g u m e n t .
2 . O n e  m a y  b e  p r e p a r e d  to  a c c e p t  th e  u n r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  th e  E S P  
m e a s u r e  b u t  f o l lo w  th e  g u i d e l i n e  t h a t  o n ly  th o s e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
c o e f f i c ie n t s  w i t h  a n  a s s o c ia t e d  p r o b a b i l i t y  o f  le s s  th a n  0 . 05 
s h o u ld  b e  t a k e n  a s  in d ic a t in g  a  r e a l  e f f e c t .  H e r e  w e  h a v e  o n e ,  
f r o m  e x p e r i m e n t  8:2  w h ic h  s h o w s  a  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
r e c a l l  a n d  E S P  s c o r e s .  T h i s  c o u ld  le n d  s u p p o r t  to  a  m e m o r y  
m o d e l  o f  E S P  a n d  le a d  to  s p e c u l a t i o n  o n  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  
t h is  p a r t i c u l a r  m e m o r y  t a s k  a n d  E S P .
H o w e v e r ,  c a u t io n  is  n e e d e d  h e r e ,  f i r s t l y  b e c a u s e  th e  e f f e c t  is  
o b v io u s ly  n o t  s t a b l e ,  s in c e  t h e r e  is  n o  s ig n  o f  i t  in  e x p e r i m e n t  8:1 
w h ic h  u s e d  th e  s a m e  t a s k ,  a n d  s e c o n d ly  b e c a u s e  t h is  is  o n ly  o n e  
s i g n i f i c a n t  f i n d i n g  a m o n g  m a n y .  A s  in  p r e v io u s  c h a p t e r s  w e  c a n  
a s k  w h e t h e r  th e  n u m b e r  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( p  <  0 . 05 )  f in d in g s  w a s  
t o  b e  e x p e c te d  b y  c h a n c e .  I n  t h is  c a s e  o n e  c a n  s e e  t h a t  in  e ig h t  
e x p e r i m e n t s  o v e r a l l  E S P  s c o r e s  w e r e  s ig n i f i c a n t  in  o n ly  o n e ,  8 :4 , 
a n d  o f  12 c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c ie n t s  r e p o r t e d  o n ly  o n e  is  s i g n i f i c a n t . ,  
in  8 :2 .
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O v e r a l l  E T  C o r r e l a t i o n  o f  ESP w i t h : -  M e m o r y  t a s k
E x p e r i m e n t  s i g n i f i c a n t ?  R e c a l l  R e c o g .  P R - r a t i o  In c .  1. 1°  o r  2°
8:1 N o 0 . 09 0 . 002 0 . 21 - s e c o n d a r y
8;2 N o 0 . 43 * * 0.31 0 . 29 - s e c o n d a r y
8:3 N o - - - - 0 .4 0 s e c o n d a r y
8:4 p  < . 05 - - - - 0 .1 9 s e c o n d a r y
8:5 N o - - - - 0 . 22 s e c o n d a r y
8:6 N o - - - - 0 .1 6 b o th
8:7 N o - - - 0 . 26 b o th
8:8 N o - 0 . 23 - - - p r i m a r y
T a b l e  20 . R e s u l t s  o f  8 e x p e r i m e n t s  c o r r e l a t i n g  E S P  a n d  m e m o r y  
s c o r e s
I n  f a c t  m a n y  o t h e r  c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c ie n t s  w e r e  r e p o r t e d  a n d  
s ig n i f i c a n c e  t e s t s  c a r r i e d  o u t .  I f  a l l  a r e  in c lu d e d  ( th o u g h  a l l  a r e  
n o t  in d e p e n d e n t )  in  a  t o t a l  o f  34 s ig n i f i c a n c e  t e s t s  2 w e r e  s i g n i f i c a n t .  
T h i s  d o e s  n o t  s e e m  g o o d  g r o u n d s  f o r  r e j e c t i n g  th e  n u l l  h y p o th e s is  
t h a t  c h a n c e  a lo n e  a c c o u n te d  f o r  a l l  th e  r e s u l t s  g iv e n  h e r e .
3 . I t  c a n  f i n a l l y  b e  a r g u e d  t h a t  th e  e f f e c t s  o f  E S P  a r e  e x t r e m e l y  
w e a k  a n d  o f t e n  o b s c u r e d  b y  c o u n t e r a c t i n g  e f f e c t s  b u t  n o n e t h e le s s  
th e  d i r e c t i o n s  o f  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  c a n  g iv e  u s  v a l i d  i n f o r m a t io n .  
F o l l o w i n g  t h is  a r g u m e n t  th e  d a t a  h e r e  in d ic a t e  tw o  l i n e s  o f  
a p p r o a c h .  T h e  f i r s t  s i x  e x p e r i m e n t s  a l l  c o n f o r m e d  t o  th e  p a t t e r n  
t h a t  d e l i b e r a t e  l e a r n i n g  c o r r e l a t e d  p o s i t i v e l y  w i t h  E S P  w h i l e  
i n c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  c o r r e l a t e d  n e g a t iv e l y .  S im p l e  h y p o th e s e s  
w e r e  d e v e lo p e d  f r o m  t h is  f i n d i n g  a n d  e x p e r i m e n t  8:7  w a s  d e s ig n e d  
to  t e s t  t h e m  b y  c o m p a r in g  t w o  d i f f e r e n t  m e m o r y  t a s k s  a n d  a n
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E S P  t e s t .  T h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  n o t  a s  p r e d ic t e d  a n d  a  w e a k  p o s i t i v e  
c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  i n c i d e n t a l  l e a r n i n g  w a s  fo u n d .
F i n a l l y  e x p e r i m e n t  8:8  d id  n o t  c o n f o r m  to  th e  p r e d ic t e d  p a t t e r n  
e i t h e r .
T h e  o t h e r  p o s s ib le  w a y  o f  i n t e r p r e t i n g  th e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  th e  
c o r r e l a t i o n s  w a s  s u g g e s te d  r e c e n t l y ,  a n d  a f t e r  t h e s e  e x p e r i m e n t s  
w e r e  c o m p le t e d ,  b y  I r w i n  ( 1979 ) .  H e  s u g g e s te d  t h a t  m e a s u r e s  
o f  s e c o n d a r y  m e m o r y  m a y  c o r r e l a t e  p o s i t i v e l y  w i t h  E S P , a n d  
m e a s u r e s  o f  p r i m a r y  m e m o r y  n e g a t i v e l y .  I n  T a b l e  20  t h e  ty p e  
o f  m e m o r y  t a s k  is  in d ic a t e d ,  a n d  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  I r w i n ’ s 
s u g g e s te d  f r a m e w o r k  d o e s  n o t  f i t  t h e s e  d a t a .
E v e n  i f  o n e  ig n o r e s  u n r e l i a b i l i t y  a n d  l e v e l s  o f  s ig n i f i c a n c e  a n d  
lo o k s  o n ly  a t  d i r e c t i o n  o f  c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  i t  is  n o t  e a s y  to  s e e  t h a t  
t h e r e  is  a n y  m e a n in g f u l  p a t t e r n  in  t h e s e  d a t a .
T h r e e  l i n e s  o f  a r g u m e n t  h a v e  b e e n  d is c u s s e d .  T h e  f i r s t ,  p e r h a p s  
m o s t  r i g o r o u s ,  r e j e c t s  a l l  th e  d a t a  o n  th e  g r o u n d s  t h a t  i t  is  
b a s e d  o n  a n  u n r e l i a b l e  a n d  in c o n s is t e n t  m e a s u r e .  T h e  s e c o n d  
s u g g e s ts  t h a t  o n ly  th e  tw o  s i g n i f i c a n t  f in d in g s  c h o u ld  b e  
c o n s i d e r e d ,  b u t  s e e n  in  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  t o t a l  n u m b e r  o f  
s i g n i f i c a n c e  te s t s  c a r r i e d  o u t  h e r e ,  a n d  th e  f a c t  t h a t  s i m i l a r  
r e s u l t s  w e r e  n o t  o b t a in e d  in  tw o  s i m i l a r  e x p e r i m e n t s ,  e v e n  
t h e s e  a p p e a r  h ig h ly  l i k e l y  t o  b e  c h a n c e  f in d in g s .  T h e  t h i r d  
a r g u m e n t ,  th e  l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e ,  a l l o w s  o n e  to  s e a r c h  f o r  a n y  
p a t t e r n  in  th e  d a t a  b u t  e v e n  w i t h  t h is  a p p r o a c h  o n ly  a  m u d d le d  
a n d  in c o n s is t e n t  p i c t u r e  e m e r g e s .  T h e r e  m a y  in d e e d  b e  r e a l  
e f f e c t s  b u r i e d  in  th e  d a t a ,  b u t  i f  t h e r e  a r e  I  h a v e  b e e n  u n a b le  
t o  f in d  t h e m  .’
I n  c o n c lu s io n  i t  s e e m s  t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  8 e x p e r i m e n t s  o n  
t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  m e m o r y  p r o v id e  n o  e v id e n c e  
f o r  a n y  s u c h  c o r r e l a t i o n  a n d  le a d  to  n o  h y p o th e s e s  f o r  f u t u r e
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r e s e a r c h .  I  w o u ld  g o  s o  f a r  a s  t o  s a y  t h a t  th e  d a t a  a p p e a r  to  
d e s c r i b e  th e  p u r e l y  r a n d o m  r e s u l t s  o f  p a i r i n g  c h a n c e  s c o r e s  
w i t h  m e m o r y  s c o r e s .
2 1 8
C H A P T E R  9
E S P  E X P E R I M E N T S  A N D  F U R T H E R  A N A L Y S E S
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T h e  l a s t  t h r e e  c h a p t e r s  h a v e  d e s c r ib e d  th e  m a j o r  p a r t  o f  m y  
r e s e a r c h e s  in to  th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  m e m o r y .  I  
b e g a n  b y  t r y i n g  to  a n s w e r  tw o  q u e s t io n s .
1 . D o e s  E S P  r e s e m b l e  o t h e r  c o g n i t i v e  p r o c e s s e s  ?
2 . W h ic h  o f  th e  m o d e ls  p u t  f o r w a r d  b e s t  a c c o u n ts  f o r  th e  d a ta  ? 
T h r e e  a p p r o a c h e s  to  t h e s e  q u e s t io n s  w e r e  f o l l o w e d ,  th e  s tu d y  
o f  e r r o r s  m a d e  in  E S P , th e  e f f e c t  o f  t a r g e t  v a r i a b l e s  o n  E S P  
p e r f o r m a n c e  a n d  th e  s tu d y  o f  c o r r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  m e m o r y  
s c o r e s  o n  a  v a r i e t y  o f  t a s k s .
W i t h  20 e x p e r im e n t s  d e s c r ib e d  i t  m ig h t  b e  e x p e c te d  t h a t  I  c o u ld  
p r o v id e  s o m e  a n s w e r s  to  th e  q u e s t io n s  a s k e d .  H o w e v e r ,  I  c a n n o t .
I  h a v e  a r g u e d  t h a t  th e  r e a s o n  w h y  n o  a n s w e r s  a r e  p o s s ib le  is  
n o t  t h a t  th e  e x p e r i m e n t s  w e r e  p o o r l y  d e s ig n e d ,  b u t  t h a t  t h e r e  
w a s  n o  E S P  o c c u r r in g  to  b e  in v e s t i g a t e d .  I f  t h is  c o n c lu s io n  is  
a c c e p t e d  th e n  a  n e w  a p p r o a c h  w i l l  b e  n e e d e d , b u t  b e f o r e  t a k in g  
t h is  d i r e c t i o n  t h e r e  r e m a i n s  o n e  f u r t h e r  a r g u m e n t  to  b e  p u r s u e d .
I t  h a s  a l r e a d y  b e e n  s u g g e s te d  t h a t  o v e r a l l  c h a n c e  E S P  s c o r e s  
m a y  d is g u is e  p s i - m i s s i n g  a n d  p s l - h l t t l n g  o c c u r r in g  t o g e t h e r  a n d  
t h a t  th e s e  m a y  b e  s e p a r a t e d  b y  d is t i n g u i s h i n g  e i t h e r  S s  o r  t r i a l s  
a c c o r d in g  to  r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e s .  I t  c o u ld  b e  a r g u e d  t h a t  th o s e  
v a r i a b l e s  u s e d  in  C h a p t e r  8 w e r e  i n a p p r o p r ia t e  a n d  t h a t  a l t h o u g h  
p s i  d id  o c c u r ,  I  f a i l e d  to  d e t e c t  i t .
M a n y  v a r i a b l e s  h a v e  in  th e  p a s t  b e e n  s h o w n  to  d is t i n g u i s h  
h i t t i n g  a n d  m i s s in g  a n d  t h e s e  c o u ld  b e  u s e d  to  e x a m i n e  f u r t h e r  
th e  d a ta  a l r e a d y  o b t a in e d .  A ls o  e v id e n c e  f o r  E S P  o f te n  o c c u r s  
in  th e  f o r m  o f  p o s i t io n  e f f e c t s ,  d e c l i n e s  a n d  th e  l i k e ,  a n d  th e  
d a t a  r e p o r t e d  h e r e  c a n  b e  a n a ly s e d  f o r  s u c h  e f f e c t s .  T h e r e f o r e ,  
b e f o r e  f i n a l l y  c o n c lu d in g  t h a t  n o  E S P  o c c u r re d  in  a n y  o f  t h e s e  
e x p e r i m e n t s  I  in v e s t ig a t e d  s o m e  o f  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s .
S c h m e i d l e r  ( 1943 , 1945 ) f i r s t  s u g g e s te d  t h a t  s h e e p ,  w h o  b e l i e v e  
in  E S P , w o u ld  s c o r e  p o s i t i v e l y ,  w h i l e  g o a t s ,  w h o  d o  n o t b e l i e v e  
in  E S P  w o u ld  s c o r e  n e g a t iv e l y .  T h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  h a s  s in c e  b e e n  
a m p l i f i e d  a n d  e x te n d e d  b y  o t h e r s .  P a l m e r  ( 1971 ) r e v i e w e d  17
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s tu d ie s ' c a r r i e d  o u t  b e t w e e n  1947  a n d  1970  a n d  fo u n d  t h a t  13 
o b t a in e d  r e s u l t s  in  th e  e x p e c te d  d i r e c t i o n .  In  a  l a t e r  r e v i e w  
( P a l m e r  1977 ) h e  c o n c lu d e d  t h a t  m o r e  r e c e n t  s t u d ie s  c o n f i r m e d  
t h is  p a t t e r n .  O t h e r  f a c t o r s  s h o w n  to  b e  r e l a t e d  to  s c o r i n g  l e v e l  
o r  d i r e c t i o n  in c lu d e  p e r s o n a l i t y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  s u c h  a s  e x t r a v e r s i o n  
o r  n e u r o t i c i s m ,  m a n i f e s t  a n x ie t y  o r  s c o r e s  o n  th e  d e f e n s e  
m e c h a n is m  t e s t ,  o r  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i e n c e  w i t h  p a r a n o r m a l  
p h e n o m e n a  ( s e e  e . g . R a o  1974 , P a l m e r  1977 ) . T h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
b e t w e e n  c e r t a i n  o f  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  a n d  S s *  E S P  s c o r e s  w e r e  te s t e d  
in  a  n u m b e r  o f  e x p e r i m e n t s  r e p o r t e d  h e r e .
I n  a d d i t io n  th e  o p p o r t u n i t y  is  t a k e n  h e r e  to  d e s c r i b e  in  m o r e  d e t a i l  
th e  e x p e r im e n t s  w h ic h  y ie ld e d  th e  d a t a  u s e d  f o r  c o r r e l a t i o n s  
a l r e a d y  d is c u s s e d  in  C h a p t e r  8 .
A l s o ,  i f  p s i  is  c o n c e a le d  w i t h in  o v e r a l l  c h a n c e  s c o r e s  w e  m a y
e x p e c t  i t s  e f f e c t s  to  s h o w  in  o t h e r  w a y s ,  f o r  e x a m p le  in  v a r i a n c e
u n u s u a l ly  lo w  o r  h ig h . T h i s  h a s  b e e n  t e s t e d  f o r  a l l  th e  e x p e r i m e n t s
r e p o r t e d  h e r e ,  u s in g  th e  f o r m u l a  fti -  n  2
X 2  =   J -------
CT
9
w h e r e  s *  =  th e  s a m p le  v a r i a n c e  a n d  
2
cr =  th e  t h e o r e t i c a l  v a r i a n c e ,  c o m p u te d  f r o m  th e  n o r m a l
o
a p p r o x i m a t i o n  to  b i n o m i a l  u s in g  t h e  f o r m u l a  c r^  =  n p q .
F i n a l l y  w e  m a y  e x p e c t  to  d e t e c t  th e  p r e s e n c e  o f  p s i  in  th e  d a t a  
t h r o u g h  p o s i t io n  e f f e c t s .  C e r t a i n  o f  th e  d a t a  w e r e  a n a ly s e d  f o r  
p o s i t io n  e f f e c t s  in  tw o  w a y s .  F i r s t l y  a  g e n e r a l  t e s t  w a s  a p p l ie d  
u s in g  c h i  s q u a r e  to  c o m p a r e  th e  n u m b e r  o f  s c o r e s  a b o v e  o r  b e lo w  
M C E  ( 5 ) in  e a c h  o f  th e  r u n s  o f  th e  t e s t  ( t h is  g iv e s  a  2 x  4 c o n t in g e n c y  
t a b le  w i t h  3 d e g r e e s  o f  f r e e d o m ) .  S e c o n d ly  th e  d a t a  w e r e  a n a ly s e d  
f o r  d e c l i n e s  b y  c o m p a r in g  t i e  s c o r e s  o n  th e  f i r s t  a n d  l a s t  r u n  b y  
m e a n s  o f  a  d e p e n d e n t  t  - t e s t .
T h e r e  w e r e  s e v e r a l  in t e n t io n s  b e h in d  th e  e x p e r i m e n t s  a n d  a n a ly s e s
r e p o r t e d  h e r e  b u t  in  g e n e r a l  i t  w a s  h o p e d  t h a t  e i t h e r  e s p e c i a l l y
g i f t e d  S s  o r  g r o u p s  o f  S s  w o u ld  b e  fo u n d , o r  s o m e  s y s t e m a t i c  e f f e c t s
w o u ld  e m e r g e  s o  t h a t  t h e s e  c o u ld  b e  u t i l i s e d  in  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h .
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9  : 1  ( 3  ) A  G r o u p  C l a i r v o y a n c e  T e s t  w i t h  E S P  C a r d s
I n t r o d u c t i o n
T h i s  E S P  t e s t  w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  p a r t l y  a s  a  s i m p l e  t e s t  o f  E S P ,  
b u t  a ls o  to  p r o v id e  d a t a ,  a lo n g  w i t h  t h a t  f r o m  e x p e r i m e n t  4 ( 9 :2 ) 
f o r  e a c h  S to  b e  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  o t h e r  m e a s u r e s  f o r  th a t  S . T h e s e  
c o r r e l a t i o n s  a r e  r e p o r t e d  in  s e c t io n s  8:1 a n d  8 :3 .
M e t h o d
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  80 s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s .
T a r g e t s .
T a r g e t s  w e r e  s t a n d a r d  E S P  s y m b o ls .  A t a r g e t  l i s t  w a s  p r e p a r e d  
f r o m  r a n d o m  n u m b e r  t a b le s  a n d  s e a le d  in  a n  o p a q u e  e n v e lo p e  b y  
a n  a s s is t a n t  ( K .  K . ) w h o  t o o k  n o  f u r t h e r  p a r t  in  th e  e x p e r i m e n t .
P r o c e d u r e .
S s ,  in  th e  l e c t u r e  t h e a t r e ,  w e r e  g iv e n  a n s w e r  s h e e ts  w i t h  b la n k  
s p a c e s  f o r  t h e i r  g u e s s e s  a n d  t h e  f i v e  E S P  s y m b o ls .  T h e  t a r g e t  
e n v e lo p e  w a s  d is p la y e d  in  t h e  f r o n t  o f  th e  l e c t u r e  t h e a t r e .
T h e r e  w e r e  f o u r  r u n s  o f  25 t r i a l s  e a c h .  W h e n  a l l  S s  h a d  c o m p le t e d  
th e  t a s k  t h e y  w e r e  a l lo w e d  to  s w a p  s h e e ts  w i t h  a  n e ig h b o u r ,  th e  
t a r g e t  e n v e lo p e  w a s  o p e n e d  a n d  th e y  m a r k e d  e a c h  o t h e r s ’  s h e e t s .
A l l  r e s u l t s  w e r e  r e c h e c k e d  l a t e r .
R e s u l t s
F o r  80 S s  th e  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e  w a s  20 . 28  (S D  =  4„ 51 ) w h e r e  M C E  
is  20 . 0 . T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( t  =  0 . 59 79  d f  p  =  0 . 56 ). 
T h e  v a r i a n c e  is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  th e  e x p e c te d  
v a lu e  ( X 2 =  100 .43  79  d f  p  =  0 . 11 ) . N o  a n a ly s i s  f o r  p o s i t io n  
e f f e c t s  w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  b e c a u s e  o f  f a u l t s  in  th e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  
d e s ig n .
222
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  s h o w s  n o  e v id e n c e  f o r  E S P  e i t h e r  in  m e a n  
s c o r e s  o r  v a r i a n c e .  I t  m u s t  b e  n o t e d ,  th o u g h , t h a t  t h e  s a m e  
t a r g e t  o r d e r  w a s  u s e d  f o r  a l l  S s . T h i s  w o u ld  m a k e  a n y  
S ig n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  I n v a l id  in  a n y  c a s e  b e c a u s e  o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
o f  a  s t a c k i n g  e f f e c t ,  a l t h o u g h  s in c e  th e  s t a c k in g  e f f e c t  a c t s  to  
a l t e r  v a r i a n c e  f r o m  th e  t h e o r e t i c a l  v a lu e  a n d  th e  v a r i a n c e  h e r e  
is  s h o w n  t o  b e  c lo s e  t o  th e  t h e o r e t i c a l  v a lu e  a n y  e f f e c t  w o u ld  
b e  s m a l l .  M o r e  i m p o r t a n t  is  t h a t  t h e s e  d a t a  w e r e  u s e d  a s  th e  
b a s is  f o r  l a t e r  c o r r e l a t i o n s  a n d  i t  is  u n c e r t a in  w h e t h e r  tl^e  
s t a c k in g  e f f e c t  w o u ld  i n v a l i d a t e  t h e m  a ls o .  W h a t e v e r  
c o n c lu s io n s  a r e  d r a w n  f r o m  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  t h e y  m a y  a ls o  b e  
c o m p a r e d  w i t h  th e  r e s u l t s  o b t a in e d  in  l a t e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  f r o m  
w h ic h  t h is  p r o b l e m  w a s  e l i m i n a t e d .
C o n c lu s io n
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  p r o v id e d  n o  e v id e n c e  f o r  E S P  b u t  p r o v id e d  d a t a  
f o r  u s e  in  l a t e r  e x p e r i m e n t s .  T h e  v a lu e  o f  t h e s e  d a t a  is  r e d u c e d  
b y  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a  s t a c k i n g  e f f e c t ,  a l t h o u g h  a n y  s u c h  e f f e c t  
w a s  s h o w n  to  b e  s m a l l .  L a t e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  t h e r e f o r e  im p r o v e d  
o n  th e  m e t h o d  u s e d  h e r e .
D i s c u s s i o n
2 2 3
9 : 2 ( 4 )  A  C o m p a r i s o n  o f  S h e e p  a n d  G o a t s  o n  a  C l a i r v o y a n c e
T a s k
I n t r o d u c t i o n
T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  t h is  e x p e r i m e n t  w a s  to  c o m p a r e  th e  E S P  s c o r e s  
o f  th o s e  w h o  s a id  t h e y  b e l i e v e d  in  E S P ,  th o s e  w h o  d id  n o t  b e l i e v e  
in  E S P  a n d  th o s e  w h o  s a id  t h e y  d id  n o t  k n o w . T h e  d a t a  w e r e  a ls o  
u s e d ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  th o s e  f r o m  e x p e r i m e n t  3 ( 9 :1 ) ,  f o r  
c o r r e l a t i o n s  ( s e e  s e c t io n s  8:1 a n d  8 :3 ).
M e t h o d
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  82 s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s .
T a r g e t s .
T a r g e t s  w e r e  s t a n d a r d  E S P  s y m b o ls  a n d  th e  t a r g e t  l i s t  w a s  
p r e p a r e d  a s  f o r  e x p e r i m e n t  3 .
P r o c e d u r e .
T h e  p r o c e d u r e  w a s  th e  s a m e  a s  f o r  e x p e r i m e n t  3 e x c e p t  t h a t  th e  
a n s w e r  s h e e t  b e g a n  w i t h  th e  q u e s t io n  " D o  y o u  b e l i e v e  in  E S P  ? "
S s  w e r e  a s k e d  to  t i c k  o n e  o f  th e  a n s w e r s  5Y e s ©  ’ No® o r  * D o n * t  K n o w ©
R e s u l t s
T h e  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e  w a s  20 . 84 (S D  =  4 . 09 )  w h ic h  is  n o t s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  M C E  o f  20 . 0  (  t  =  1 . 86 81 d f  p  =  0 . 07 ) .  T h e  
v a r i a n c e  is  a ls o  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  t h e  e x p e c t e d  v a lu e  
( X 2 =  84 . 68  81 d f  p  =  0. 7 4 ).
S u b je c t s  w e r e  d iv id e d  in to  g r o u p s  o n  th e  b a s is  o f  t h e i r  a n s w e r s  to  
th e  q u e s t io n .  T h e  r e s u l t s  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  T a b l e  21 .
I t  c a n  b e  s e e n  t h a t  n o n e  o f  t h e  g r o u p  m e a n s  d i f f e r s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
f r o m  M C E .  F i n a l l y ,  th e  g r o u p s  c a n  b e  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r .  
T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e s e  c o m p a r is o n s  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  T a b l e  22 .
N o n e  o f  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  is  s i g n i f i c a n t .
2 2 4
A n s w e r N M e a n M C E S .D . t d f P
’ Y e s ’ 41 20 . 54 20 4 . 43 0 . 78 40 0 . 44 n .s .
’D o n ’ t  k n o w ’ 29 2 1 .3 4 20 3 .9 2 1 . 85 28 0 . 08 n .s .
’N o ’ 12 20 . 67 20 3 .4 2 0 . 68 11 0 . 51 n .s .
T o t a l 82 20 . 84 20 4 . 09 1 . 86 81 0 . 07 n .s .
T a b l e  21 . R e s u l t s  E x p e r i m e n t  4 (9 :2 )
G r o u p s
c o m p a r e d t d f P
’Y e s ’ - ’D o n ’ t  k n o w ’ 0 . 79 68 0 . 43
’D o n ’ t  k n o w ’ - ’N o ’ 0 . 52 39 0 . 39
’Y e s ’ - ’ N o ’ 0 . 09 51 0 . 93
T a b l e  22 . C o m p a r is o n  o f  E S P  s c o r e s  f o r  t h r e e  b e l i e f  g r o u p s
D is c u s s io n
I t  c a n  b e  s e e n  t h a t  th e  d a t a  c o n f o r m  v e r y  w e l l  to  th e  c h a n c e  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  in  t e r m s  o f  b o t h  m e a n  a n d  v a r i a n c e  a n d  t h e r e  a p p e a r s  
to  b e  no  r e a s o n  f o r  s u p p o s in g  t h a t  p s i - h i t t i n g  a n d  p s i - m i s s i n g  
c o u ld  b e  d is t in g u is h e d  b y  s e p a r a t i n g  s h e e p  f r o m  g o a t s .  H o w e v e r ,  
a s  in  th e  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t ,  t h e  d a t a ,  a s  a  t e s t  o f  E S P , a r e  
in v a l id  s in c e  th e  s a m e  t a r g e t  o r d e r  w a s  u s e d  f o r  a l l  S s . S s i m i l a r  
e x p e r i m e n t  b u t  w i t h o u t  t h is  f a u l t  is  d e s c r ib e d  in  9 :5 .
C o n c lu s io n
T h e  s c o r e s  o f  s h e e p  a n d  g o a ts  o n  a  c la i r v o y a n c e  t e s t  w e r e  c o m p a r e d .  
T h e r e  w a s  n o  o v e r a l l  e v id e n c e  f o r  E S P  a n d  n o  d i f f e r e n c e s  w e r e  
fo u n d  b e t w e e n  th e  s c o r e s  o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  g r o u p s .
2 2 5
9 : 3  (  9  )  A  Q u e s t i o n n a i r e  t o  D i s t i n g u i s h  H i g h  a n d  L o w  E S P  S c o r e r s
I n t r o d u c t i o n
T h e  p r e v io u s  e x p e r i m e n t  f a i l e d  to  d is t i n g u i s h  h ig h  a n d  lo w  E S P  
s c o r e r s  o n  th e  b a s is  o f  t h e i r  b e l i e f  in  E S P . T h e r e f o r e  a  w i d e r  
b a s e d  q u e s t io n n a i r e  w a s  u s e d ,  in c lu d in g  q u e s t io n s  w h ic h  h a v e  
p r e v i o u s l y  b e e n  s h o w n  to  b e  r e l e v a n t  to  E S P  s c o r in g .  S s  a n s w e r s  
t o  t h e s e  q u e s t io n s  w e r e  u s e d  to  d i v i d e  t h e m  in to  g r o u p s  a n d  th e  
g r o u p s  w e r e  c o m p a r e d  in  t e r m s  o f  th e  E S P  s c o r e s  o b t a in e d  in  
e x p e r in t e n t s  3 a n d  4 ( 9:1 a n d  9 :2 ) . A l t h o u g h  th e  m e th o d  u s e d  
w a s  n o t id e a l  i t  w a s  h o p e d  t h a t  th e  r e s u l t s  w o u ld  p o in t  to  i m p o r t a n t  
v a r i a b l e s  w h ic h  c o u ld  th e n  b e  t e s t e d  f u r t h e r .
M e t h o d
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  42 s tu d e n t s  w h o  h a d  p r e v i o u s l y  t a k e n  p a r t  in  e x p e r i m e n t s  
3 a n d  4 . T h e r e  w e r e  t h e r e f o r e  d a t a  f o r  200  t r i a l s  o f  c l a i r v o y a m  e  
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  e a c h  S .
P r o c e d u r e .
T h e  Ss w e r e  g iv e n  th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e  in  c la s s  a n d  w e r e  a s k e d  to  
c o m p le t e  i t  t h e r e ,  b u t  in  t h e i r  o w n  t i m e .
Q u e s t i o n n a i r e .
T h e r e  w e r e  12  q u e s t io n s .  T h e  c o m p le t e  l i s t  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  a p p e n d ix  11 . 
Q u e s t io n s  1 to  6 a n d  12 c o n c e r n e d  p r e v io u s  e x p e r ie n c e s  w h ic h  i t  
w a s  th o u g h t  m ig h t  b e  r e l a t e d  to  E S P  a b i l i t y .  T h e s e  w e r e  :~
1 . O u t - o f - t h e - b o d y  e x p e r ie n c e s  (O B E s )
2 . L u c id  d r e a m s ,  3 . ’ P s y c h i c ’ e x p e r ie n c e s  in  g e n e r a l
4 . D e j a  v u  e x p e r ie n c e s  5 . P r e c o g n i t i v e  d r e a m s
6 . S ig h t in g  a  g h o s t  12 . A l t e r e d  s t a t e s  o f  c o n s c io u s n e s s ( A S C s ) .
F o r  e a c h  ty p e  o f  e x p e r i e n c e  S s  w e r e  a s k e d  h o w  o f t e n  t h e y  h a d  
e x p e r ie n c e d  i t ,  g iv e n  f i v e  p o s s i b le  a n s w e r s  f r o m  ’ n e v e r ’ to  
’ v e r y  o fte n ® .
Q u e s t io n  7 a s k e d  a b o u t  r e a d i n g  o n  r e l a t e d  t o p ic s ,  8 r e p e a t e d  th e  
s h e e p - g o a t  q u e s t io n  a n d  f i n a l l y  t h r e e  q u e s t io n s  a s k e d  a b o u t  m e m o r y .
2 2 6
Q u e s t io n  9 a s k e d  a b o u t  d r e a m  r e c a l l .  I t  w a s  th o u g h t  t h a t  
r e c a l l i n g  o n e ’ s e a r l y  l i f e  m i g h t  b e a r  s o m e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  to  
E S P  a b i l i t y  s in c e  b o th  r e q u i r e  o n e  to  r e t r i e v e  in f o r m a t i o n  f r o m  
a  c o g n i t iv e  s y s t e m  d i f f e r e n t ,  to  a  l e s s e r  o r  g r e a t e r  d e g r e e ,  f r o m  
t h a t  n o r m a l l y  u s e d . T h e r e f o r e  q u e s t io n  10 a s k e d  f o r  th e  a g e  o f  
e a r l i e s t  m e m o r y .  11 . s i m p l y  a s k e d  h o w  g o o d  S s  th o u g h t  t h e i r  
m e m o r y  w a s  w i t h  p o s s i b le  a n s w e r s  r a n g in g  f r o m  ’v e r y  b a d ’ to  
’ v e r y  g o o d ’ .
T h i s  q u e s t io n n a i r e  c o v e r e d  a  w id e  r a n g e  o f  t o p ic s  a n d  w a s  n o t  
v e r y  w e l l  c o n s t r u c t e d .  H o w e v e r ,  th e  in t e n t io n  w a s  s i m p l y  to  
e x p l o r e  v a r i a b l e s  w h ic h  t h e r e  w a s  s o m e  r e a s o n  to  b e l i e v e  
m i g h t  b e  r e l a t e d  to  E S P  s c o r in g .  I f  a n y  h a d  s h o w n  s ig n s  o f  s u c h  
a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  th e n  a n  im p r o v e d  s tu d y  w o u ld  h a v e  b e e n  d e s ig n e d  
to  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e m  f u r t h e r .
R e s u l t s
E S P  s c o r e s  f o r  e x p e r i m e n t s  3 a n d  4 c a n  b e  s e e n  in  s e c t io n s  9:1 
a n d  9 :2 , b u t  f o r  th o s e  42  S s  t a k i n g  p a r t  h e r e  th e  m e a n  s c o r e  
w a s  41 . 40  (S D  =  5 . 3 7 ) w h ic h  is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  
M C E  o f  40 . 0  (  t  =  1 . 70  41 d f  p  =  0 . 10 ) . A l t h o u g h  t h e r e  is  n o  
d e v ia t i o n  f r o m  th e  e x p e c t e d  m e a n  th e  v a r i a n c e  is  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
h ig h e r  th a n  t h a t  e x p e c t e d  b y  c h a n c e .  T h i s  m ig h t  b e  t a k e n  to  
in d ic a t e  t h a t  p s i  w a s  o p e r a t i n g  in  d i f f e r e n t  d i r e c t i o n s  a n d  s o  
in c r e a s i n g  v a r i a n c e ,  b u t  s in c e  th e  t a r g e t  o r d e r  w a s  t h e  s a m e  
f o r  a l l  S s  t h is  is  m o r e  l i k e l y  to  b e  a n  a r t i f a c t u a l  in c r e a s e  in  
v a r i a n c e  b r o u g h t  a b o u t  b y  a  s t a c k i n g  e f f e c t .
F o r  m o s t  q u e s t io n s  th e  42  S s  w e r e  d iv id e d  in to  tw o  g r o u p s  
a c c o r d in g  to  t h e i r  r e p l i e s  a n d  th e  E S P  s c o r e s  o f  tbs g r o u p s  
c o m p a r e d  u s in g  t - t e s t s .  N o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  w e r e  fo u n d .  
T h e s e  r e s u l t s  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  T a b l e  23 .
F o r  q u e s t io n s  1 , 8 a n d  9 th e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  a n a ly s e d  in  m o r e  d e t a i l .
2 2 7
Q u e s t io n
N
1
g r o u p
2
M e a n  g r o u p  
1 2 t d f P
1 2 40 40 4 1 . 5 - - -
' 2 33 9 4 1 .3 41 . 8 0 . 23 40 0 . 82
3 11 30 40 . 5 4 1 .7 0 . 62 39 0 . 54
4 14 28 41 . 0 41 . 8 0 . 34 40 0 . 74
5 14 28 39 . 7 4 2 .3 1 .4 6 40 0 . 15
6 1 41 39 . 0 41 . 5 - - -
7 26 15 4 0 .7 43 . 3 1 . 55 39 0 . 13
8 s e e T a b l e 25
9 s e e  T a b l e 27
10 22 20 4 1 .7 41 . 1 0 . 35 40 0 . 73
11 14 28 4 2 . 4 40 . 9 0 . 81 40 0 . 42
12 16 24 40 . 4 4 1 .7 0 .7 2 38 0 .4 8
T a b l e  23 . R e s u l t s  E x p e r i m e n t  9 (9 :3 )
2 2 8
1 . O u t - o f - t h e - b o d y  E x p e r i e n c e s .
Q u e s t io n  1 . a s k e d  w h e t h e r  S s h a d  h a d  O B E s .  T h e  s a m e  
q u e s t io n  w a s  a s k e d  o f  S s  in  l a t e r  g r o u p s  ( s e e  9:5  a n d  9 :6 , )  
a n d  a l l  th e  r e s u l t s  a r e  s h o w n  in  T a b l e  24 . P r e v io u s  s u r v e y s  
h a v e  t r i e d  to  a s s e s s  th e  in c id e n c e  o f  O B E s . H a r t  ( 1954 )  a s k e d  
155  s tu d e n ts  w h e t h e r  th e y  h a d  h ad  a n  O B E  a n d  27%  r e p l i e d  
a f f i r m a t i v e l y .  G r e e n  ( 1967 )  s u r v e y e d  380  s tu d e n t s  a n d  34%  
c l a i m e d  to  h a v e  h a d  O B E s .  T h e s e  tw o  s u r v e y s ,  th o u g h , u s e d  
v o lu n t e e r  s tu d e n t s .  T h e  f i r s t  to  u s e  a  r a n d o m ly  s e le c t e d  
g r o u p  o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  w a s  P a l m e r  a n d  D e n n is  ( 1975 ). O f  1000 
s tu d e n t s  a n d  t o w n s p e o p le  o f  C h a r l o t t e s v i l l e ,  V i r g i n i a ,  25%  o f  
th e  s tu d e n t s  a n d  14%  o f  th e  t o w n s p e o p le  r e p o r t e d  h a v in g  h a d  a n  
O B E .
T h i s  l a s t  s u r v e y  w a s  c l e a r l y  a  g r e a t  i m p r o v e m e n t  o v e r  p r e v io u s  
o n e s  b u t  s t i l l  in c lu d e s  s e v e r a l  s o u r c e s  o f  b ia s ,  s u c h  a s  th e  
d i f f e r e n t i a l  w i l l i n g n e s s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  g r o u p s  to  a d m i t  to  ’ s t r a n g e  
e x p e r i e n c e s ’ , a n d  t h e i r  u n d e r s t a n d in g  o f  th e  q u e s t io n .  N o t  
e v e r y o n e  m a y  u n d e r s t a n d  w h a t  is  m e a n t  b y  a n  O B E , h o w e v e r  
c a r e f u l  l y  th e  q u e s t io n  is  p h r a s e d .  A n y o n e  w h o  h a s  h a d  a n  C B E  
w i l l  k n o w  i m m e d i a t e l y  w h a t  is  m e a n t  a n d  w i l l  r e p l y  w i t h o u t  
h e s i t a t io n ,  b u t  th o s e  w h o  h a v e  n o t  m a y  h e s i t a t e  a n d  m a y  e v e n  
r e p l y  a f f i r m a t i v e l y  o n  th e  b a s is  o f  o t h e r  s i m i l a r  e x p e r ie n c e s .
T h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  c o u ld  le a d  to  a n  i n f l a t i o n  o f  th e  e s t i m a t e .  I  
h a d  a v a i l a b l e  s e v e r a l  c la s s e s  o f  s tu d e n t s  w h o  k n e w  e x a c t l y  
w h a t  w a s  m e a n t  b y  a n  O B E . I t  is  t h e r e f o r e  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  o n ly  
12 . 8 %  o u t  o f  180  o f  t h e m  r e p l i e d  ’ y e s ’ to  th e  q u e s t io n  " H a v e  
y o u  e v e r  h a d  a n  O B E  ? " .
O f  c o u r s e  t h is  g r o u p  w a s  h e a v i l y  s e le c t e d  a n d  r a i s e s  a d d i t i o n a l  
p r o b l e m s .  C n e  m u s t  a ls o  c o n s i d e r  is s u e s  o f  d e f i n i t i o n ,  d is t i n c t io n s  
b e t w e e n  s i m i l a r  e x p e r ie n c e s  a n d  s a m p l i n g  p r o b l e m s  b u t  t h e s e  
w i l l  n o t  b e  d is c u s s e d  f u r t h e r  h e r e .  T h e s e  a n d  o t h e r  is s u e s  a r e  
c o n s id e r e d  in  m o r e  d e t a i l  e l s e w h e r e  ( B la c k m o r e  1978 ) .  T h e  d a t a  
g iv e n  h e r e  w e r e  in c lu d e d  a s  t h e y  f o r m e d  p a r t  o f  th e  q u e s t io n n a i r e .
2 2 9
G r o u p N 'Y e s * 'N o * %  rY e s
1976-1977 75 6 69 8 . 0
1977-1978 59 8 51 13 . 6
1978-1979 46 9 37 19 . 6
T o t a l I  >80 23 157 12 . 8
T a b l e  24 . A n s w e r s t o  q u e s t io n  1 , H a v e  y o u  e v e r  h a d  a n  C B E  ? 
8. B e l i e f  in  E S P
Q u e s t io n  8 a s k e d  w h e t h e r  S s b e l i e v e d  in  E S P . A s  f o r  e x p e r i m e n t  4 
S s  w e r e  d iv id e d  in to  3 g r o u p s ,  s h e e p ,  g o a ts  a n d  D o n ' t  k n o w ’ s.
T h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e s e  t h r e e  g r o u p s  c a n  b e  s e e n  in  T a b l e  25 .
G r o u p N M e a n M C E t d f P
S h e e p 9 39 . 6 40 0 . 20 8 0 . 85
G o a ts 4 38 . 0 40 2 . 83 3 0 . 07
D o n ' t  k n o w 's 28 4 2 .3 40 2.41 27 0 . 02
T a b l e  25 . E S P  s c o r e s  f o r  t h r e e  b e l i e f  g r o u p s
I t  c a n  b e  s e e n  t h a t  o n ly  th e  s c o r e s  o f  th o s e  w h o  re p  l i e d  D o n ' t  k n o w *  
a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a b o v e  M C E .  T h e  g r o u p s  c a n  th e n  b e  c o m p a r e d  b y  
m e a n s  o f  t - t e s t s .  T h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  g iv e n  in  T a b l e  26 .
G r o u p s  c o m p a r e d t d f P
S h e e p - G o a t s 0 . 45 11 0 . 66
G o a t s - D o n ' t  k n o w 's 1. 68 30 0 .1 0
S h e e p - D o n ' t  k n o w ’ s 1.31 35 0 . 20
T a b l e  26 . C o m p a r is o n  o f  E S P  s c o r e s  f o r  t h r e e  b e l i e f  g r o u p s
i
N o n e  o f  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  th e  g r o u p s  is  s i g n i f i c a n t .  A l t h o u g h  
th e  D o n ' t  k n o w *  g r o u p  s c o r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a b o v e  M C E  t h e r e  is  n o  
e v id e n c e  to  s u g g e s t  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  b e l i e f  
in  E S P .
2 3 0
9 . D r e a m  R e c a l l .
T h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  s e v e r a l  p r e v io u s  s t u d ie s  r e l a t i n g  E S P  s c o r e s  to  
d r e a m  r e c a l l .  F o r  e x a m p le  J o h n s o n  ( 1968 ) r e p o r t e d  a  p o s i t i v e  
c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  a m o u n t  o f  d r e a m  r e c a l l  a n d  
H o n o r t o n  ( 1972 ) a ls o  fo u n d  t h a t  S s  w h o  r e p o r t e d  f r e q u e n t  d r e a m  
r e c a l l  s c o r e d  h ig h e r  o n  a n  E S P  t e s t .  H e r e  S s  w e r e  d iv i d e d  in to  
4 g r o u p s  a c c o r d in g  to  t h e i r  a n s w e r  to  th e  q u e s t io n  " H o w  o f t e n  
d o  y o u  r e c a l l  y o u r  d r e a m s  ? " .  T h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  g iv e n  b e lo w .
T a b l e  27 . R e s u l t s  Q u e s t io n  9 .
A n s w e r  N X N
1 . V e r y  o f t e n  6 40 . 83
( a l m o s t  e v e r y  d a y ) 18
2 . O f t e n  12 40 : 50
( m o r e  th a n  o n c e  a  w e e k )  
3 . S o m e t im e s  16 41 . 81 24
4 . a n d  5 . R a r e l y  8 4 2 .3 8
o r  n e v e r .
I t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h o s e  w h o  r e c a l l  t h e i r  d r e a m s  m o s t  o f t e n  o b t a in e d  
th e  lo w e s t  E S P  s c o r e s .  T h i s  c a n  b e  c h e c k e d  b y  t - t e s t s .  F i r s t l y  
t h e  g r o u p s  w e r e  c o m p a r e d  a s  b e lo w .
T a b l e  28 . C o m p a r is o n  o f  E S P  s c o r e s  f o r  t h r e e  d r e a m  r e c a l l  g r o u p s
G r o u p s  c o m p a r e d t d f P
1 a n d  2 0 .1 5 16 0 . 88
2 a n d  3 0 .9 0 21 0 .3 8
3 a n d  4 0 . 21 22 0 . 84
S e c o n d ly  th e  S s  w e r e  d iv i d e d  in t o  o n ly  tw o  g r o u p s  b y  p o o l in g  
1 a n d  2 , a n d  3 a n d  4 . A c o m p a r is o n  o f  t h e s e  tw o  g r o u p s  g iv e s  
t  =  0 . 83 40  d f  p  =  0 . 41 . T h e r e  a r e  no  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  
a n d  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  d r e a m  r e c a l l  is  n o t  r e l a t e d  to  E S P  s c o r e .
2 3 1
T h i s  b r o a d l y  b a s e d  q u e s t io n n a i r e  w a s  a d m i n i s t e r e d  in  th e  h o p e  
o f  f i n d i n g  s u b j e c t  v a r i a b l e s  w h ic h  r e l a t e d  t o  E S P  s c o r e s .  M e a n  
s c o r e s  w e r e  c lo s e  to  c h a n c e  e x p e c t a t i o n .  V a r i a n c e  w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
h ig h e r  th a n  e x p e c t e d  b u t  t h is  e f f e c t  w a s  l i k e l y  to  b e  s p u r io u s .
T h e  a n s w e r s  to  12 q u e s t io n s  w e r e  n o t  fo u n d  to  b e  r e l a t e d  to  E S P  
s c o r e s  T h e  o n ly  q u e s t io n s  w h ic h  w e r e  p u r s u e d  a n y  f u r t h e r  
w e r e  th o s e  r e l a t i n g  to  O B E s  a n d  lu c id  d r e a m s .
D i s c u s s i o n  a n d  C o n c l u s i o n
2 3 2
9 : 4  (  C  )  A  C l a i r v o y a n c e  T e s t  w i t h  E S P  c a r d s
I n t r o d u c t i o n
A c l a i r v o y a n c e  t e s t  o f  4 r u n s  o f  25 t r i a l s  e a c h  w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  
t o  p r o v id e  d a t a  f o r  c o r r e l a t i o n s .  T h e s e  a r e  r e p o r t e d  in  s e c t io n s  
8:2  a n d  8 :4 . T h e  s c o r e s  f o r  e a c h  S w e r e  p o o le d  w i t h  th o s e  f r o m  
e x p e r i m e n t  F  (9 :5 ) f o r  t h is  p u r p o s e .
M e t h o d
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  90  s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s .
T a r g e t s .
T a r g e t s  w e r e  s t a n d a r d  E S P  s y m b o ls .  T a r g e t  o r d e r s  w e r e  t a k e n  
f r o m  r a n d o m  n u m b e r  t a b le s  a n d  l i s t s  f o r  e a c h  S s e a le d  in  o p a q u e  
e n v e lo p e s .
P r o c e d u r e .
S s  w e r e  g iv e n  a n  a n s w e r  s h e e t  a n d  a  s e a le d ,  n u m b e r e d  e n v e lo p e  
a n d  w e r e  a s k e d  to  g u e s s  th e  o r d e r  o f  th e  s y m b o ls  o n  t h e i r  t a r g e t  
l i s t  a n d  to  w r i t e  t h e i r  a n s w e r s  o n  th e  p r e p a r e d  s h e e t .  W h e n  a l l  
S s  h a d  c o m p le t e d  t h is  t a s k  th e y  w e r e  a l lo w e d  to  s w a p  s h e e ts  
w i t h  a  n e ig h b o u r  a n d  m a r k  e a c h  o t h e r s ©  A l l  a n s w e r s  w e r e  
s u b s e q u e n t ly  r e c h e c k e d .
R e s u l t s
T h e  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e  w a s  20 . 27 (S D  =  3 . 7 2 ) . T h i s  is  n o t  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  M C E  o f  20 . 0 (  t  =  0 . 68  89 d f  p  =  0 . 50 ). 
T h e  v a r i a n c e  is  w i t h i n  th e  e x p e c t e d  r a n g e  ( X 2 =  76 . 99 89 d f  
p  =  0 . 37 ) . In  a  g e n e r a l  t e s t  f o r  p o s i t io n  e f f e c t s  a c r o s s  r u n s  n o  
e f f e c t  w a s  fo u n d  ( X 2 =  0 . 65 3 d f  p  =  0 . 88) a n d  s c o r e s  o n  th e  
f i r s t  a n d  l a s t  r u n s  d id  n o t  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  ( t  =  1. 58 89 d f
p  = 0 . 12 ).
C o n c lu s io n
R e s u l t s  o f  a  c l a i r v o y a n c e  t e s t  s h o w e d  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d e v ia t i o n s  f r o m  
t h e  c h a n c e  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  b u t  th e  d a t a  a r e  a ls o  u s e d  in  s e c t io n s  
8:2  a n d  8 :4 . 233
9  : 5  (  F  )  T h e  R e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  E x p e c t a n c y ,  B e l i e f  a n d
E S P  s c o r e s  
In t r o d u c t i o n
I n  p r e v io u s  s e c t io n s  ( 8:2  a n d  8 :3 ) n o  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  S s  E S P  
s c o r e s  a n d  t h e i r  b e l i e f  in  E S P  w a s  fo u n d . H o w e v e r ,  t h e s e  tw o  
e x p e r i m e n t s  w e r e  m a r r e d  b y  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  s a m e  t a r g e t  o r d e r  
w a s  u s e d  f o r  a l l  S s . H e r e  in d iv i d u a l  t a r g e t  o r d e r s  w e r e  u s e d  
a n d  in  a d d i t io n  to  a s k in g  w h e t h e r  th e y  b e l ie v e d  in  E S P  S s  w e r e  
a s k e d  w h a t  th e y  e x p e c t e d  t h e i r  s c o r e  to  b e  b e f o r e  t a k i n g  th e  t e s t .  
T h e  d a ta  w e r e  u s e d , t o g e t h e r  w i t h  th o s e  f r o m  e x p e r i m e n t  C  ( 9 :4 ) 
f o r  c o r r e l a t i o n s  ( s e e  8:2  a n d  8 :4 ).
M e t h o d
S u b je c t s .
S s  w e r e  59 s tu d e n t s  in  a  p a r a p s y c h o lo g y  c la s s .
T a r g e t s .
T a r g e t s  w e r e  s t a n d a r d  E S P  s y m b o ls .  T a r g e t  l i s t s  w e r e  p r e p a r e d  
b y  c o m p u t e r  a n d  s e a le d  in  o p a q u ^  n u m b e r e d  e n v e lo p e s  b y  a n  
a s s i s t a n t  ( T . T . ) w h o  to o k  n o  f u r t h e r  p a r t  in  th e  t e s t s .
P r o c e d u r e .
S s  w e r e  g iv e n  a  n u m b e r e d  e n v e lo p e  a n d  a  s h e e t  o n  w h ic h  to  
r e c o r d  t h e i r  a n s w e r s .  A t  th e  to p  o f  th e  s h e e t  w e r e  th e  f o l l o w i n g  
q u e s t io n s  1. D o  y o u  b e l i e v e  in  E S P  ? P o s s ib le  a n s w e r s  w e r e  
’ Y e s ' ,  'N o '  a n d  'D o n ' t  k n o w '.  2 . W h a t  d o  y o u  e x p e c t  y o u r  s c o r e  
to  b e  ? a n d  3 . H a v e  y o u  e v e r  h a d  a n  C B E  ? ( s e e  s e c t io n  9 :3 ). 
W h e n  a l l  S s  h a d  c o m p le t e d  th e  q u e s t io n s  a h d  th e  E S P  t a s k  th e y  
w e r e  a l lo w e d  to  m a r k  e a c h  o t h e r s '  s h e e t s .
R e s u l t s
T h e  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e  w a s  20 . 9 (S D  =  3 . 29 ). T h i s  is  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
a b o v e  M C E  o f  20 . 0 ( t  =  2 . 14 58  d f  p  =  0 . 037 ). T h e  v a r i a n c e  
is  lo w  b u t  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  s o  ( X 2 =  39 . 24 58  d f  p  =  0 . 056 ). 
A n a l y s is  f o r  p o s i t io n  e f f e c t s  s h o w s  n o  d i f f e r e n c e  a c r o s s  t h e  r u n s  
( X 2 =  1 . 48  3 d f  p  =  0 . 69 ) a n d  t h e r e  is  n o  d e c l i n e  a s  d e t e r m i n e d  
b y  c o m p a r in g  th e  f i r s t  a n d  l a s t  r u n s  ( t  =  0 . 75  58 d f  p  =  0 . 46
B e l i e f .
W h e n  S s  w e r e  d iv id e d  a c c o r d in g  to  t h e i r  e x p r e s s e d  b e l i e f  in  E S P  
th e  f o l l o w i n g  r e s u l t s  w e r e  o b t a in e d
T a b l e  29 . E S P  s c o r e s  f o r  t h r e e  b e l i e f  g r o u p s
A n s w e r N X t d f P
’ Y e s ’ 28 20 . 64 1 .0 8 27 0 . 29
D o n ’ t  k n o w ’ 22 2 1 .6 4 2 . 29 21 0 . 039  *
’ N o ’ 9 2 0 .0 0 8
O n l y  th e  g r o u p  w h o  r e p l i e d  D o n ’ t  k n o w ’ , h a d  a  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  M C E  o f  20 . 0 . T h e  t h r e e  g r o u p s  c a n  
a ls o  b e  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r .
T a b l e  30 . C o m p a r is o n  o f  E S P  s c o r e s  f o r  t h r e e  b e l i e f  g r o u p s
G r o u p s  c o m p a r e d t d f P
’ Y e s ’ -  D o n ’ t  k n o w * 1 . 31 48 0 . 20
’ Y e s ’ -  ’ N o ’ 0 . 51 35 0 . 61
D o n ’ t  k n o w ’ -  ’ N o ’ 1 . 21 29 0 . 24
N o n e  o f  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  is  s i g n i f i c a n t .
E x p e c t a t io n .
T h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  e x p e c t e d  s c o r e s  w a s ,  p e r h a p s  s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  
q u i t e  s i m i l a r  to  t h a t  o f  o b t a in e d  s c o r e s ,  in  b o th  m e a n  a n d  v a r i a n c e .  
T h e  r e s u l t s  c a n  b e  s e e n  b e lo w .  T h i s  in d ic a t e s  t h a t ,  a s  a  g r o u p ,  
th e  S s h a d  l i t t l e  c o n v ic t io n  t h a t  t h e y  w o u ld  s c o r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y .
T h e  h ig h e r  v a r i a n c e  p r o b a b l y  r e f l e c t s  th e  t e n d e n c y  o f  a  f e w  S s  to  
e x p e c t  v e r y  h ig h  o r  lo w  s c o r e s .
T a b l e  31 . D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  o b t a in e d  a n d  e x p e c t e d  E S P  s c o r e s
S c o r e N X S . D .
O b t a in e d 59 20 . 92 3 . 29
E x p e c t e d 57 19 . 95 4 . 53
2 3 5
A s  w o u ld  b e  e x p e c t e d ,  e x p r e s s e d  b e l i e f  in  E S P  w a s  r e l a t e d  to  
e x p e c te d  s c o r e s ,  a l t h o u g h  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  n o t  l a r g e .  T h i s  
c a n  b e  s e e n  in  T a b l e  32 .
T a b l e  32 . R e la t i o n s h ip  b e t w e e n  b e l i e f  a n d  e x p e c t e d  E S P  s c o r e
A n s w e r  N  E x p e c t e d  s c o r e
’ Y e s ’ 26 2 1 .0
* D o n ’ t  k n o w ’ 22 1 9 .4 5
’ N o ’ 9 18 .11
T o  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  S s h a d  a n y  a b i l i t y  to  p r e d i c t  t h e i r  s c o r e s ,  
t h a t  is ,  w h e t h e r  o b t a in e d  a n d  e x p e c t e d  s c o r e s  f o r  e a c h  S w e r e  
r e l a t e d ,  tw o  a n a ly s e s  w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t .  F i r s t l y  S s w e r e  d iv id e d  
in to  2 g r o u p s  a c c o r d in g  to  w h e t h e r  t h e y  e x p e c te d  to  s c o r e  a b o v e  
c h a n c e ,  o r  a t  o r  b e lo w  c h a n c e .  T h e  s c o r e s  o b t a in e d  b y  e a c h  
g r o u p  w e r e  c o m p a r e d .  F o r  t h o s e  w h o  e x p e c te d  a  lo w  s c o r e  
N  =  35 a n d  t h e i r  m e a n  o b t a in e d  s c o r e  w a s  20 . 8. F o r  th o s e  w h o  
e x p e c t e d  a  h ig h  s c o r e  N  =  22 a n d  th e  m e a n  s c o r e  w a s  21 . 1 .
T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  is  in  th e  e x p e c t e d  d i r e c t i o n  b u t  is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  
( t  =  0 . 32  55 d f  p  =  0 . 7 5 ) .
S e c o n d ly ,  i f  S s  a r e  a b le  to  p r e d i c t  t h e i r  s c o r e s  th e n  a  p o s i t i v e  
c o r r e l a t i o n  w o u ld  b e  e x p e c t e d  b e t w e e n  e x p e c te d  a n d  o b t a in e d  
s c o r e s .  F o r  57 S s  (2 d id  n o t  g iv e  a n  e x p e c te d  s c o r e )  
r  =  0 .1 2  w h ic h  is  p o s i t i v e ,  a s  e x p e c t e d ,  b u t  is  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  
(  z  =  0 . 90  p  =  0 . 37 ).
O B E s .
O u t  o f  59 S s  8 c l a i m e d  to  h a v e  h a d  a t  l e a s t  o n e  O B E , w h ic h  
r e p r e s e n t s  13 . 6 % . T h e s e  d a t a  a r e  d is c u s s e d  in  s e c t io n  9 :3 .
C o n c lu s io n
O v e r a l l  s c o r e s  f o r  a  c l a i r v o y a n c e  t a s k  w e r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a b o v e  
M C E .  H o w e v e r ,  t h e r e  w a s  n o  e v id e n c e  e i t h e r  t h a t  S s ’ b e l i e f  
in  E S P  a f f e c t e d  t h e i r  s c o r e s ,  o r  t h a t  th e y  w e r e  a b le  to  p r e d i c t  
t h e i r  s c o r e s .
2 3 6
9 ; 6 ( 14 ) A test of Clairvoyance
I n t r o d u c t i o n
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  t o  p r o v i d e  t e s t  d a t a  f o r  s t u d e n t s  
i n  t h e  p a r a p s y c h o l o g y  c l a s s  1 9 7 8 - 1 9 7 9 .  T h e s e  d a t a ,  t o g e t h e r  
w i t h  t h o s e  f r o m  e x p e r i m e n t a l 8 ,  w e r e  u s e d  i n  a  c o r r e l a t i o n  w i t h  
m e m o r y  s c o r e s  (  s e e  8 : 5 )  a n d  a l s o  i n  a s s e s s i n g  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
o f  a  t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m m e  (  s e e  1 1 . 1 ) .
M e t h o d
S u b j e c t s .
S s  w e r e  4 6  s t u d e n t s  i n  a  p a r a p s y c h o l o g y  c l a s s .
T a r g e t s .
T a r g e t s  w e r e  s t a n d a r d  E S P  s y m b o l s .  T a r g e t  l i s t s  w e r e  p r e p a r e d  
b y  c o m p u t e r  a n d  s e a l e d  i n  o p a q u e  n u m b e r e d  e n v e l o p e s  b y  a n  
a s s i s t a n t  ( T . T . )  w h o  t o o k  n o  f u r t h e r  p a r t  i n  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t .
P r o c e d u r e .
T h e  p r o c e d u r e  w a s  i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h a t  u s e d  i n  e x p e r i m e n t  C  ( 9 : 4 )  
e x c e p t  t h a t  t w o  q u e s t i o n s  a p p e a r e d  a t  t h e  t o p  o f  S s '  a n s w e r  
s h e e t s .  T h e s e  w e r e  1 .  H a v e  y o u  e v e r  h a d  a n  O B E  ?  (  s e e  9 : 3 )  
a n d  2 .  H a v e  y o u  e v e r  h a d  a  l u c i d  d r e a m  ?  (  o n e  i n  w h i c h  y o u  
k n o w  y o u  a r e  d r e a m i n g ) .  P o s s i b l e  a n s w e r s  g i v e n  w e r e  1 .  N o
2 .  Y e s ,  o n c e  3 .  ' “Y e s ,  o c c a s i o n a l l y  4 .  Y e s ,  o f t e n  a n d  5 .  Y e s ,  
c a n  h a v e  o n e  a t  w i l l .  T h e  E S P  t e s t  c o n s i s t e d  o f  f o u r  r u n s  o f  
2 5  t r i a l s  e a c h  o f  c l a i r v o y a n c e .
R e s u l t s
T h e  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e  w a s  2 0 .  0 4  (  S . D .  =  4 .  1 8  )  w h i c h  i s  n o t  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  M C E  o f  2 0 .  0  (  t  =  0 .  0 7  4 5  d f  p  =  0 .  9 4 ) .
T h e  v a r i a n c e  i s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  t h e  e x p e c t e d  v a l u e  
o
(  X  =  4 9 .  1 4  4 5  d f  p  =  p .  6 2 ) .  A n a l y s i s  o f  r u n  s c o r e s  s h o w s  n o  
p o s i t i o n  e f f e c t s  a c r o s s  a l l  r u n s  (  X  2  =  1 .  6 9  3  d f  p  =  0 .  6 4 )  b u t  
a  c o m p a r i s o n  o f  t h e  f i r s t  a n d  l a s t  r u n s  s h o w s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c l i n e  
(  t  =  2 . 1 5  4 8  d f  p  =  0 .  0 3 7  ) .  ( H e r e  N  =  4 9 ,  - i n c l u d i n g  3  e x t r a  S s  
o r  r u n s .  )
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O B E s
I n  e x p e r i m e n t  9  ( 9 : 3 )  a n d  F  ( 9 : 5 )  t h e r e  w e r e  t h o u g h t  t o  b e  t o o  
f e w  S s  w h o  h a d  h a d  a n  O B E  t o  p e r m i t  a  f a i r  c o m p a r i s o n  o f  
E S P  s c o r e s  t o  b e  m a d e .  H e r e  9  o u t  o f  t h e  4 6  S s  c l a i m e d  t o  h a v e  
h a d  o n e ,  t h a t  i s  1 9 .  6  % .  F o r  t h e s e  S s  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e  w a s  
2 0 .  3 3  a n d  f o r  t h o s e  w h o  d i d  n o t  c l a i m  t o  h a v e  h a d  a n  O B E  i t  
w a s  1 9 .  9 7 .  N e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e  m e a n s  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  
f r o m  M C E  o f  2 0 .  0  (  t  =  0 .  2 7  8  d f  p  =  0 .  8 0  a n d  t  =  0 .  0 4  3 6  d f  
p  =  0 .  9 7  r e s p e c t i v e l y )  a n d  t h e r e  i s  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  
b e t w e e n  t h e m  (  t  =  0 .  2 3  4 4  d f  p  =  0 .  8 2 ) .
L u c i d  D r e a m s
L u c i d  d r e a m s  a r e  o f t e n  t h o u g h t  t o  b e  r e l a t e d  t o  O B E s .  G r e e n  ( 1 9 6 8 )  
c o n s i d e r s  t h e m  e q u i v a l e n t  e x p e r i e n c e s .  H e r e  m o s t  S s  ( 8 3  %  )  h a d  
h a d  l u c i d  d r e a m s .  T h e  n u m b e r s  g i v i n g  e a c h  r e s p o n s e  w e r e  a s  
f o l l o w s  : -
1 .  N e v e r  8 ,  2 .  O n c e  0  3 .  O c c a s i o n a l l y  2 5 ,  4 .  O f t e n  1 1
5 .  A t  w i l l  2 .
T h e s e  r e p o r t e d  f r e q u e n c i e s  w e r e  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  E S P  s c o r e s  
b u t  n o  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w a s  f o u n d  (  r  =  0 . 1 4  z  =  0 .  9 4  p  =  0 .  3 5 ) .
C o n c l u s  i o n
I n  a  t e s t  o f  c l a i r v o y a n c e  t h e r e  w a s  n o  o v e r a l l  d e v i a t i o n  f r o m  M C E .  
T i e  v a r i a n c e  w a s  ’c l o s e  t o  t h e  e x p e c t e d  v a l u e  b u t  a n  i n c l i n e  
f r o m  f i r s t  t o  l a s t  r u n  w a s  f o u n d .  H o w e v e r ,  E S P  s c o r e s  w e r e  
n o t  r e l a t e d  t o  f r e q u e n c y  o f  e i t h e r  C B E s  o r  l u c i d  d r e a m s .  T h e  
d a t a  w a s  u s e d  f o r  c o r r e l a t i o n s  i n  s e c t i o n  8 : 5 .
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9 :7  ( 18 ) A  Further Test of Clairvoyance
Introduction
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  t o  p r o v i d e  f u r t h e r  d a t a  f o r  
t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  r e p o r t e d  i n  s e c t i o n  8 : 5 .  a n d  1 1 . 1 .
M e t h o d
S u b j e c t s .
S s  w e r e  2 3  s t u d e n t s  i n  a  p a r a p s y c h o l o g y  c l a s s .
T a r g e t s  a n d  p r o c e d u r e .
T h e  t a r g e t s  a n d  p r o c e d u r e  w e r e  d e s c r i b e d  i n  s e c t i o n  8 : 5  b u t  
a r e  a l s o  t h e  s a m e  a s  t h o s e  u s e d  i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  e x p e r i m e n t  ( 1 4 ) .
R e s u l t s
R e s u l t s  f o r  o n l y  2 0  S s  w e r e  r e p o r t e d  i n  8 : 5 .  T h e  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e
f o r  a l l  2 3  S s  w a s  1 9 .  8 3  ( S . D .  =  3 .  7 5 ) .  T h i s  i s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y
d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  M C E  o f  2 0 .  0  (  t  =  0 .  2 2  2 2  d f  p  =  0 .  8 3 )  a n d  t h e
v a r i a n c e  i s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  t h e  e x p e c t e d  v a l u e
(  X 2  =  1 9 .  3 3  2 2  d f  p  =  0 .  7 5 ) .  A n a l y s i s  o f  r u n  s c o r e s  s h o w s
2
n o  p o s i t i o n  e f f e c t  o v e r  a l l  r u n s  ( X  = 4 .  6 0 3 3  d f  p  =  0 .  2 0 )  a n d  
n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e  f i r s t  a n d  l a s t  r u n s  (  t  =  0 .  7 3  
2 2  d f  p  =  0 . 4 8 ) .
C o n c l u s i o n
T h e  d a t a  p r o v i d e  n o  o v e r a l l  e v i d e n c e  f o r  E S P  i n  a  t e s t  o f  c l a i r v o y a n c e ,  
b u t  w e r e  a l s o  u s e d  i n  o t h e r  a n a l y s e s ,  i n  s e c t i o n s  8 : 5  a n d  1 1 . 1 .
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9 : 8 Summary and Discussion of Results
T h i s  s e c t i o n  h a s  d e s c r i b e d  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  7  e x p e r i m e n t s .  T h e r e  
w e r e  s e v e r a l  i n t e n t i o n s  b e h i n d  t h e m ,  t o  t e s t  f o r  E S P ,  t o  p r o v i d e  
d a t a  f o r  S s  t o  b e  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  m e m o r y  t e s t  s c o r e s  a n d  t o  
i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  s u c h  v a r i a b l e s  
a s  b e l i e f  i n  E S P ,  e x p e c t a t i o n s  a n d  c e r t a i n  p r e v i o u s  e x p e r i e n c e s .
I t  w a s  h o p e d  t h a t  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  w o u l d  m a k e  i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  
s e p a r a t e  h i g h  a n d  l o w  s c o r e r s .  F o r  t h e  6  E S P  t e s t s - i n v o l v e d  
t h e  o v e r a l l  r e s u l t s  a r e  g i v e n  i n  T a b l e  3 3 .
T a b l e 3 3 . O v e r a l l  E S P s c o r e s  f o r 6  e x p e r i m e n t s
E x p e r i m e n t N X t d f P
9 : 1 3 8 0 2 0 .  2 8 0 .  5 9 7 9 0 . 5 6
9 : 2 4 8 2 2 0 .  8 4 1 .  8 6 81 0 . 0 7
9 : 4 C 9 0 2 0 .  2 7 0 . 6 8 8 9 0 . 5 0
9 : 5 F 5 9 2 0 .  9 2 2 . 1 4 5 8 0 . 0 4
9 : 6 1 4 4 6 2 0 .  0 4 0 .  2 3 4 5 0 . 8 2
9 : 7 1 8 2 3 1 9 .  8 3 0 .  2 2 2 2 0 . 8 3
I t  c a n  b e  s e e n  t h a t  m o s t  e x p e r i m e n t s  g a v e  m e a n s  a b o v e  M C E  
b u t  o n l y  o n e  (  F  )  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  s o .  I t  i s  h a r d  t o  s a y  w h e t h e r  
t h i s  i s  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  E S P  o c c u r r e d  i n  t h i s  e x p e r i m e n t .  C a n  o n e  
c o n c l u d e  t h a t  E S P ' o n l y  o c c u r r e d  i n  t h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  a n d  n o t  t h e  
o t h e r s  ?  C r  t h a t  i t  o c c u r r e d  w e a k l y  i n  a l l  o f  t h e m  b u t  l e s s  s o  i n  
t h i s  o n e  ?  O r  t h a t  t h e r e  w a s  l e s s  p s i - m i s s i n g  i n  t h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  ?  
I  w o u l d  a r g u e  t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  g i v e  o n l y  t h e  w e a k e s t  p o s s i b l e  
s u p p o r t  t o  t h e  s u g g e s t i o n  t h a t  E S P  o c c u r r e d .
A p a r t  f r o m  o v e r a l l  d e v i a t i o n s  f r o m  M C E  o n e  m i g h t  e x p e c t  
t o  f i n d  E S P  m a n i f e s t i n g  i n  a l t e r a t i o n s  i n  v a r i a n c e .  F o r  a l l  t h e  
e x p e r i m e n t s  r e p o r t e d  h e r e  t h e  v a r i a n c e s  a r e  s h o w n  i n  
T a b l e  3 4 .  I t  c a n  b e  s e e n  t h a t  a l l  t h e  v a l u e s ,  a r e  w i t h i n  
t h e  e x p e c t e d  r a n g e .
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Table 34.
E x p e r i m e n t V a r i a n c e E x p e c t e d
V a r i a n c e
X 2 d f P
9 : 1 2 0 .  3 4 1 6 1 0 0 . 4 7 9 0 .  11
9 : 2 1 6 .  7 3 1 6 8 4 . 7 81 0 .  7 4
9 : 4 1 3 .  8 4 1 6 7 7 . 0 8 9 0 .  3 7
9 : 5 1 0 .  8 2 1 6 3 9 . 2 5 8 0 .  0 6
9 : 6 1 7 .  4 7 1 6 4 9 . 1 4 5 0 .  6 2
9 : 8 1 4 . 0 6 1 6 1 9 . 3 2 2 0 . 7 5
T a b l e  3 5 .  A n a l y s e s  o f
E x p e r i m e n t X 2  ( 3  d f )
9 : 4 0 .  6 5
9 : 5 1 . 4 8
9 : 6 1 .  6 9
9 : 7 4 .  6 0
p o s i t i o n  e f f e c t s  a n d  D e c l i n e s
P t d f P
0 .  8 8 1 .  5 8 8 9 0 .  1 2
0 .  6 9 0 .  7 5 5 8 0 .  4 6
0 .  6 4 2 .  1 5 4 8 0 .  0 4
0 .  2 0 0 .  7 3 2 2 0 .  4 8
T h e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  d e s i g n  w a s  n o t  a d e q u a t e  i n  e x p e r i m e n t s  9 : 1  a n d  
9 : 2 .  F o r  t h e  o t h e r  4  e x p e r i m e n t s  t h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  a l s o  a n a l y s e d  
f o r  p o s i t i o n  e f f e c t s  ( b y  c h i - s q u a r e  t e s t )  a n d  f o r  d e c l i n e s  f r o m  
f i r s t  t o  l a s t  r u n  ( b y  d e p e n d e n t  t - t e s t ) .  T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e s e  
a n a l y s e s  c a n  b e  s e e n  i n  T a b l e  3 5 .  O n l y  o n e  o f  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  
i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  a n d  t h a t  s h o w s  a n  i n c l i n e  r a t h e r  t h a n  a  d e c l i n e  
f r o m  f i r s t  t o  l a s t  r u n  a n d  m u s t  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  
t h e  t o t a l  o f  8  s i m i l a r  a n a l y s e s  c a r r i e d  o u t .
O n e  m i g h t  e x p e c t  t h a t  e v e n  t h e s e  r e s u l t s ,  w h e n  s e p a r a t e d  o n  t h e  
b a s i s  o f  k n o w n  r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e s  s u c h  a s  b e l i e f  a n d  e x p e c t a t i o n ,  
w o u l d  y i e l d  d i f f e r e n c e s .  I n  f a c t  n o n e  o f  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  t e s t e d  
w a s  f o u n d  t o  b e  r e l a t e d  t o  E S P  s c o r e s .  T h e  o n l y  r e p e a t e d  f i n d i n g  
w a s  t h a t  w h e n  a s k e d  w h e t h e r  t h e y  b e l i e v e d  i n  E S P ,  t h o s e  S s  w h o
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r e p l i e d  ’ D o n ’ t  k n o w ©  a s  a  g r o u p  s c o r e d  a b o v e  c h a n c e  e x p e c t a t i o n ,  
b u t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s b e t w e e n  t h e  s c o r e s  o f  t h e  g r o u p s  w e r e  n o t  
s i g n i f i c a n t .
A s  i n  p r e v i o u s  c h a p t e r s  w e  m a y  t r y  t o  m a k e  s o m e  a s s e s s m e n t  
o f  t h e  o v e r a l l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  f i n d i n g s .  I n  t h e  t a b l e s  g i v e n  
h e r e  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  1 6  s i g n i f i c a n c e  t e s t s  a r e  r e p o r t e d  o f  w h i c h  
2  w e r e  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  b u t  t h e s e  t e s t s  w e r e  n o t  a l l  i n d e p e n d e n t .
O f  6  i n d e p e n d e n t  t e s t s  o n e  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  T h e r e  w e r e  a l s o  2 1  
i n d e p e n d e n t  t e s t s  c o m p a r i n g  E S P  a c r o s s  d i f f e r e n t  v a r i a b l e s  
b u t  n o n e  o f  t h e s e  w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t .
I n  c o n c l u s i o n  o n e  E S P  t e s t  o u t  o f  6  p r o v i d e d  m a r g i n a l l y  
s i g n i f i c a n t  o v e r a l l  r e s u l t s  b u t  t h e  h o p e  t h a t  b e t t e r  s c o r e s  
w o u l d  e m e r g e  w h e n  S s  w e r e  s e p a r a t e d  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  s u c h  
m e a s u r e s  a s  b e l i e f ,  e x p e c t a t i o n  o r  p r e v i o u s  e x p e r i e n c e  w a s  
n o t  f u l f i l l e d .
T h e s e  r e s u l t s  r a i s e d  a n  i m p o r t a n t  q u e s t i o n .  C o u l d  i t  n o w  b e  
s a f e l y  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  n o  E S P  o c c u r r e d  i n  t h e s e  e x p e r i m e n t s  ?
T h e  a n s w e r  c o u l d  b e  ’ N o ©  b e c a u s e  i t  c a n  a l w a y s  b e  a r g u e d  t h a t  
E S P  o c c u r r e d  b u t  t h a t  I  f a i l e d  t o  d e t e c t  i t  b e c a u s e  I  d i d  n o t  
p e r f o r m  t h e  r i g h t  a n a l y s e s  o r  s e l e c t  t h e  r i g h t  v a r i a b l e s .  T h i s  
a r g u m e n t  i s  i r r e f u t a b l e  a n d  i s  o n l y  t h e  f i r s t  o f  m a n y  m o r e  
i r r e f u t a b l e  a r g u m e n t s  w h i c h  c a n  b e  a p p l i e d  t o  n e g a t i v e  f i n d i n g s  
i n  p a r a p s y c h o l o g y .  A l s o ,  l i k e  o t h e r  s i m i l a r  a r g u m e n t s ,  i t  
m e a n s  t h a t  i f  o n e  f a i l s  t o  f i n d  t h e  r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e s  o n e  m a y  
p o t e n t i a l l y  s e a r c h  f o r  e v e r  w i t h o u t  i n  a n y  w a y  r e d u c i n g  t h e  
l o g i c  o f  t h e  a r g u m e n t .  I f  o n e  c h o o s e s  a t  s o m e  p o i n t  t o  r e j e c t  
t h i s  a r g u m e n t  t h a t  p o i n t  i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  a r b i t r a r y .  B e a r i n g  
t h i s  i n  m i n d  i t  w a s  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h a t  I  c h o s e  t o  r e j e c t  t h i s  
a r g u m e n t  a n d  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  n o  E S P  h a d  o c c u r r e d  i n  a l l  t h e  
e x p e r i m e n t s  s o  f a r  r e p o r t e d .  T h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  d e c i s i o n  
w i l l  b e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  d u e  c o u r s e .
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I  m u s t  a d m i t  t h a t  I  m a y  s e e m  t o  h a v e  f o l l o w e d  a  p e r v e r s e  
p r o c e d u r e .  I  c a r r i e d  o u t  m a n y  e x p e r i m e n t s  a n d  s e a r c h e d  
i n  t h e  d a t a  f o r  s i g n s  o f  E S P  a n d  o n l y  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  t h e r e  w a s  
n o n e  a f t e r  p u r s u i n g  m a n y  d i f f e r e n t  a p p r o a c h e s  a n d  c a r r y i n g  
o u t  m a n y  a n a l y s e s .  S u r e l y  i t  w o u l d  h a v e  b e e n  m o r e  r e a s o n a b l e  
t o  s t a t e  f r o m  t h e  o u t s e t  t h a t  t h e r e  w a s  n o  n e e d  t o  h y p o t h e s i s e  
t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  E S P  u n l e s s  t h e  d a t a  p r o v i d e d  o v e r w h e l m i n g  
e v i d e n c e  f o r  a n  i n e x p l i c a b l e ,  e x t r a c h a n c e  e f f e c t .  S i n c e  t h e y  
d i d  n o t  s u r e l y  I  s h o u l d  h a v e  s a v e d  m y s e l f  t h e  t r o u b l e  a n d  
s t o p p e d  a f t e r  o n l y  a  f e w  e x p e r i m e n t s .
T h e  f a c t  t h a t  I  d i d  n o t  w a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  T. b e g a n  t h e  
r e s e a r c h  I m p r e s s e d  w i t h  t h e  e x i s t i n g  e v i d e n c e  f o r  E S P  a n d  
k e e n  t o  t e s t  a  p a r t i c u l a r  t h e o r y  a b o u t  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  
p r o c e s s e s  i n v o l v e d .  I  t h e r e f o r e  p u r s u e d  e v e r y  p r o f f e r r e d  
s u g g e s t i o n  b e f o r e  f i n a l l y  c o n c l u d i n g  t h a t  n o  E S P  h a d  o c c u r r e d .  
H a v i n g  f i n a l l y  d r a w n  t h i s  c o n c l u s i o n  i t  w a s  o b v i o u s  t h a t  n e w  
a p p r o a c h e s  t o  e l i c i t i n g  E S P  w o u l d  b e  n e e d e d .
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C H A P T E R  1 0
F U R T H E R  A T T E M P T S  T O  D E T E C T  E S P
1 .  C H I L D R E N  A S  S U B J E C T S
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10 : 1 Different Approaches to Detecting ESP.
A f t e r  c o m p l e t i n g  2 0  e x p e r i m e n t s  I  h a d  r e l u c t a n t l y  c o m e  t o  t h e  
c o n c l u s i o n  t h a t  n o  E S P  h a d  o c c u r r e d  i n  a n y  o f  t h e m  a n d  t h a t  
t h e r e f o r e  t h e  r e s u l t s  p r o v i d e d  n o  a n s w e r s  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  a s k e d .  
T h e  o b v i o u s  n e x t  q u e s t i o n  w a s  w h y  w a s  t h e r e  n o  E S P  ?  O n e  
a n s w e r  m i g h t  b e  t h a t  t h e  h y p o t h e t i c a l  E S P  p r o c e s s  d o e s  n o t  e x i s t  
a n d  t h a t  t h e s e  e x p e r i m e n t s  a r e  s i m p l y  w h a t  t h e y  a p p e a r ,  a  f a i l u r e  
t o  f i n d  s o m e t h i n g  t h a t  i s  n o t  t h e r e .  H o w e v e r ,  t h i s  i s  n o t  t h e  
o n l y  p o s s i b l e  a n s w e r .  I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  I  h a d  n o t  p r o v i d e d  a  
c o n d u c i v e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  w h i c h  E S P  c o u l d  o c c u r .
M a n y  s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  i m p r o v e m e n t s  a n d  s e v e r a l  c r i t i c i s m s  o f  
t h e  p r e v i o u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  w e r e  m a d e .  A m o n g  t h e m  t h e  m o s t  
i m p o r t a n t  a r e  p r o b a b l y  t h e  f o l l o w i n g : -
1 .  M o s t  o f  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t s  w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  i m p e r s o n a l  
c o n d i t i o n s  i n  a  l e c t u r e  t h e a t r e .
2 .  T h e y  t e s t e d  l a r g e  g r o u p s  r a t h e r  t h a n  i n d i v i d u a l s .
3 .  T h e  S s  w e r e  u n s e l e c t e d  a n d  t h e r e  w a s  n o  r e a s o n  t o  e x p e c t  
t h e m  t o  b e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  g i f t e d  a t  E S P .
4 .  T h e  S s ’  s t a t e  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  w a s  n o t  c o n d u c i v e  t o  t h e  
o p e r a t i o n  o f  E S P .
5 .  T h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  ( i . e .  m y s e l f )  w a s  i n  s o m e  w a y  i n a d e q u a t e  
o r  u n a b l e  t o  e l i c i t  E S P  f r o m  t h e  S s .
S o m e  o r  a l l  o f  t h e s e  f a c t o r s  m i g h t  h a v e  b e e n  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  
l a c k  o f  p o s i t i v e  r e s u l t s .  I  t h e r e f o r e  d e s i g n e d  f u r t h e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  
t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  t h e  s u g g e s t e d  i m p r o v e m e n t s  a s  f a r  a s  p o s s i b l e .
S o m e  o f  t h e s e  w e r e  o f  a n  e x p l o r a t o r y  n a t u r e  b u t  t h e  p r i m e  i n t e n t i o n  
w a s  t o  f i n d  a n  e x p e r i m e n t a l  p a r a d i g m  w h i c h  w o u l d  p r o d u c e  
p o s i t i v e  s c o r i n g  i n  t h e  h o p e  t h a t  t h i s  c o u l d  b e  u s e d  i n  f u r t h e r  
r e s e a r c h  t o  t e s t  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  a s k e d .
A l l  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t s  r e p o r t e d  i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r  t a c k l e  o n e  o r  m o r e
o f  t h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  m a d e  a b o v e .  M o s t  u s e d  m o r e  f r i e n d l y  a n d
f a m i l i a r  s e t t i n g s ,  f o r  e x a m p l e  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  t e s t e d  i n  t h e i r
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p l a y g r o u p s  a n d  s t u d e n t s  i n  i n f o r m a l  r o o m s  i n  t h e  s t u d e n t  u n i o n .
A l l  u s e d  i n d i v i d u a l  t e s t i n g  o f  S s  w i t h  a  l o t  o f  t i m e  d e v o t e d  t o  
e a c h  a n d  t h e  v a r i o u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  e x p l o r e d  d i f f e r e n t  w a y s  o f  
s e l e c t i n g  o r  t r a i n i n g  s u b j e c t s  o r  i n d u c i n g  a p p r o p r i a t e  s t a t e s  
o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s .  I n  a d d i t i o n  s o m e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  t e s t s  o f  t h e  
m e m o r y  h y p o t h e s i s  b u t  t h e  e m p h a s i s  s h i f t e d  t o  t e s t i n g  m e t h o d s  
o f  e l i c i t i n g  E S P .
T h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  l i s t e d  a b o v e  l e a d  t o  v a r i o u s  n e w  a p p r o a c h e s .
T h e  f i r s t  p o s s i b i l i t y  w a s  t h a t  t h e  c h o i c e  o f  S s  h a d  e n c o u r a g e d  
t h e  c h a n c e  r e s u l t s .  M o s t  w e r e  s t u d e n t s  i n  p a r a p s y c h o l o g y  
c l a s s e s ,  w h o  w e r e  u s e d  f o r  t h e  s i m p l e  r e a s o n  t h a t  t h e y  w e r e  
a v a i l a b l e .  T h i s  m a y  b e  a  v e r y  b a d  r e a s o n  a n d  i t  m i g h t  b e  
b e t t e r  t o  s e l e c t  S s  a c c o r d i n g  t o  s o m e  c r i t e r i o n  o f  a b i l i t y  a t  E S P ,  
o r  s o m e  v a r i a b l e  k n o w n  t o  b e  r e l e v a n t  t o  E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e .
T h e  f o l l o w i n g  g r o u p s  m a y  b e  b e t t e r  t h a n  u n s e l e c t e d  s t u d e n t s .
1 .  S u b j e c t s  w h o  h a v e  p r e v i o u s l y  d o n e  w e l l  i n  E S P  t e s t s .
2 .  T h o s e  w h o  s c o r e  h i g h  o n  v a r i a b l e s  k n o w n  t o  b e  r e l a t e d  t o  
E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e .
3 .  P e o p l e  w h o  c l a i m  s p e c i a l  ' p s y c h i c  p o w e r s ' .
4 . .  Y o u n g  c h i l d r e n .
5 .  S u b j e c t s  t r a i n e d  e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  i n  E S P  o r  i n  r e l a t e d  s k i l l s .
A n o t h e r  s u g g e s t i o n  c o n c e r n e d  t h e  s t a t e  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  o f  t h e  
S s .  W e  m a y  t h e r e f o r e  a d d  a n o t h e r  a p p r o a c h .
6 .  T h e  u s e  o f  p s i  c o n d u c i v e  s t a t e s  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s .
F i n a l l y  t h e r e  m a y  b e  s p e c i a l  t e c h n i q u e s  o r  m e t h o d s  b e t t e r  a b l e  
t o  e l i c i t  E S P  s o  w e  m a y  a d d
7 .  T h e  u s e  o f  p s i - c o n d u c i v e  t e c h n i q u e s .
E a c h  o f  t h e s e  a p p r o a c h e s  w i l l  b e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  m o r e  d e t a i l  b e l o w .
1 .  I n  p r e v i o u s  s t u d i e s  s o m e  2 0 0  s t u d e n t s  w e r e  t e s t e d  a n d  r e t e s t e d .  
R e t e s t  r e l i a b i l i t y  w a s  f o u n d  t o  b e  n e g l i g i b l e .  P r e v i o u s  E S P  
s c o r e ,  a t  l e a s t  i n  t h i s  k i n d  o f  t e s t ,  d o e s  n o t  s e e m  t o  b e  a  g o o d  
w a y  o f  s e l e c t i n g  S s .
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2. M a n y  v a r i a b l e s  h a v e  b e e n  s u g g e s t e d  a s  p r e d i c t o r s  o f  E S P  
a b i l i t y .  I n  p r e v i o u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  ( s e e  C h a p t e r  9  )  s o m e  o f  t h e s e  - 
w e r e  m e a s u r e d  a n d  n o  r e l i a b l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  E S P  s c o r e s  
w e r e  f o u n d .  T h e r e f o r e  t h i s  m e t h o d  o f  s e l e c t i o n  w a s  r e j e c t e d .
3 .  F r o m  t i m e  t o  t i m e  p e o p l e  c l a i m i n g  s p e c i a l  p o w e r s  o r  a b i l i t y  
o f f e r e d  t o  b e  t e s t e d .  S e v e r a l  w e r e  g i v e n  b o t h  s i m p l e  E S P  t e s t s  
a n d  t e s t s  o f  t h e i r  o w n  c h o o s i n g  s u c h  a s  d r a w i n g  t e s t s  o r  
p s y c h o m e t r y  ( o b j e c t  r e a d i n g ) .  T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e s e  t e s t s  a r e  
n o t  r e p o r t e d  i n  d e t a i l  s i n c e  t h e y  w e r e  c o n d u c t e d  v e r y  i n f o r m a l l y .  
H o w e v e r ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  a p p e a r e d  u n i f o r m l y  c l o s e  t o  c h a n c e  a n d  d i d  
n o t  g i v e  a n y  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  f u r t h e r  t e s t i n g  w o u l d  b e  w o r t h w h i l e .  
T h i s  m e t h o d  f o r  f i n d i n g  S s  m a y  b e  a  g o o d  o n e ,  b u t  i n  t h e  a b s e n c e  
o f  s u i t a b l e  S s  i t  w a s  n o t  p u r s u e d  f u r t h e r  h e r e .
4 .  I t  h a s  b e e n  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  a r e  b e t t e r  t h a n  
a d u l t s  a t  E S P .  T w o  e x p e r i m e n t s  u s i n g  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  a s  S s  
w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t .
5 .  T h e r e  i s  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  t r a i n i n g  i n  E S P  o r  i n  o t h e r  r e l a t e d  
s k i l l s  c a n  i m p r o v e  p e r f o r m a n c e .  A  s m a l l  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  w a s  
t h e r e f o r e  o r g a n i s e d .
6 .  T h e r e  i s  m u c h  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  v a r i o u s  a l t e r e d  s t a t e s  o f  
c o n s c i o u s n e s s  a r e  p s i - c o n d u c i v e .  P e r h a p s  t h e  m o s t  s u c c e s s f u l  
t e c h n i q u e  u s e d  f o r  i n d u c i n g  a n  a p p r o p r i a t e  s t a t e  i s  t h e  g a n z f e l d .
A  s t u d y  u s i n g  g a n z f e l d  s t i m u l a t i o n  i s  r e p o r t e d .  A n o t h e r  
i m p o r t a n t  s t a t e  w h i c h  m a y  b e  p s i - c o n d u c i v e  i s  t h e  C B E .  A  
t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m m e  f o r  O B E s  w a s  i n s t i g a t e d .
7 .  T r a d i t i o n a l l y  t h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  m a n y  s y s t e m s  c l a i m i n g  t o  
u t i l i s e  p a r a n o r m a l  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n .  A n  a t t e m p t  t o  
t e s t  o n e  o f  t h e s e  i n c l u d e d  t h r e e  e x p e r i m e n t s  o n  t h e  T a r o t .
T h e s e  s t u d i e s  a r e  r e p o r t e d  i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r  a n d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
t w o  c h a p t e r s .
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10 : 2  Young Children as ESP Subjects
T h e  i d e a  t h a t  c h i l d r e n  m a y  m a k e  e s p e c i a l l y  g i f t e d  E S P  S s  i s  a n  
a t t r a c t i v e  o n e .  I n  1 9 3 7  L o u i s a  R h i n e  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  a n e c d o t e s  
a n d  c a s e s  o f  s p e c i a l  c h i l d  S s  w a r r a n t e d  t h e  s t u d y  o f  E S P  i n  
c h i l d r e n .  S h e  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  c h i l d r e n ,  b e i n g  m o r e  n a i v e  a n d  
l e s s  a n a l y t i c a l  t h a n  a d u l t s ,  m i g h t  m a k e  e s p e c i a l l y  s u i t a b l e  
S s .  T h e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  p r i m a r y  p r o c e s s  t h i n k i n g  
h a v e  b e e n  p o i n t e d  o u t  a n d  i t  h a s  b e e n  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  E S P  m a y  
p l a y  a  c r u c i a l  r o l e  i n  e a r l y  m o t h e r - i n f a n t  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  
( E h r e n w a l d  1 9 7 1 ,  1 9 7 8 ) .  I n d e e d  t h e r e  i s  a n e c d o t a l  e v i d e n c e  
f o r  E S P  i n  i n f a n t s  ( S c h w a r z r  1 9 6 1  ) .  A n o t h e r  s u g g e s t i o n  i s  t h a t  
E S P  r e s e m b l e s  c h i l d i s h  t h i n k i n g ,  o r  m o r e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  P i a g e t ' s  
p r e o p e r a t i o n a l  t h i n k i n g  a n d  m a y  b e  e x p e c t e d  t o  d e c l i n e  w h e n  
l o g i c a l  o r  o p e r a t i o n a l  t h i n k i n g  i s  a c q u i r e d  a t  t h e  a g e  o f  5  t o  7  
y e a r s  ( E h r e n w a l d  1 9 7 1 ,  D r u c k e r , D r e w e s  a n d  R u b i n  1 9 7 7 ) .  
S i m i l a r l y  S p i n e l l i  h a s  s e e n  E S P  a s  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r m  o f  
c o g n i t i o n  t o  l o g i c a l  t h i n k i n g  a n d  o n e  w h i c h  i s  s u p p r e s s e d  w h e n  
l o g i c a l  t h i n k i n g  p r e d o m i n a t e s ,  a s  i n  a d u l t s  o r  c h i l d r e n  o v e r  
t h e  a g e  o f  a b o u t  8  y e a r s  ( S p i n e l l i  1 9 7 7 ,  1 9 7 8 ) .
G i v e n  t h e s e  s u g g e s t i o n s  i t  i s  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t o  f i n d  a  n u m b e r  o f  
s t u d i e s  o f  E S P  i n  c h i l d r e n .  R h i n e  ( 1 9 3 7 )  r e p o r t e d  a n  E S P  t e s t  
c o n d u c t e d  a s  a  g a m e  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  a g e d  3  t o  1 5  y e a r s .  P o s i t i v e  
s c o r e s  w e r e  o b t a i n e d  a n d  w e r e  h i g h e r  f o r  t h e  y o u n g e r  c h i l d r e n .  
S h e  a t t r i b u t e d  t h i s  t o  t h e  g r e a t e r  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  t h e  g a m e  f o r  
t h e  y o u n g e r  c h i l d r e n .  H o w e v e r ,  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  m u s t  b e  t r e a t e d  
w i t h  c a u t i o n  s i n c e  t h e  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  m a d e  t o  s t o p  i f  t h e i r  s c o r i n g  
r a t e  f e l l  a n d  w e r e  o n l y  a l l o w e d  t o  c o n t i n u e  p l a y i n g  w h i l e  t h e y  
w e r e  s c o r i n g  w e l l .  I n  t h e  s a m e  y e a r  B o n d  ( 1 9 3 7 )  t e s t e d  2 2  
r e t a r d e d  c h i l d r e n  a g e d  9  t o  1 4  y e a r s  a n d  o b t a i n e d  s i g n i f i c a n t  
: E S P  s c o r e s .
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F o l l o w i n g  t h e s e  e a r l y  s t u d i e s  i t  w a s  n o t  u n t i l  1 9 5 3  t h a t  v a n  
B u s s c h b a c h  b e g a n  a  l o n g  s e r i e s  o f  E S P  t e s t s  i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m .
I n  h i s  f i r s t  s t u d y  ( v a n  B u s s c h b a c h  1 9 5 3 )  6 7 3  S s  f r o m  a  D u t c h  
p r i m a r y  s c h o o l  t o o k  p a r t  i n  a  g u e s s i n g  g a m e  i n  w h i c h  t h e  t e a c h e r ,  
a s  a g e n t ,  l o o k e d  a t  t a r g e t s  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  c o l o u r s ,  w o r d s  o r  
a r i t h m e t i c  s y m b o l s .  O v e r a l l  r e s u l t s  w e r e  h i g h l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .
I n  a  s e c o n d  s e r i e s  (  1 9 5 5  )  s e c o n d a r y  s c h o o l  p u p i l s  a g e d  
1 2  t o  2 0  y e a r s  w e r e  S s  a n d  t h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  a t  c h a n c e .  F o l l o w i n g  
t h i s  v a n  B u s s c h b a c h  t e s t e d  b o t h  p r i m a r y  a n d  s e c o n d a r y  s c h o o l  
c h i l d r e n  a n d  f o u n d  t h a t  o n l y  t h e  y o u n g e r  g r o u p  s c o r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
a b o v e  c h a n c e  a n d  t h a t  r e s u l t s  w e r e  b e t t e r  w i t h  t h e  t e a c h e r  a s  
a g e n t  t h a n  w i t h  a  s t r a n g e r  o r  a n o t h e r  p u p i l .  H e  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  
t h e s e  r e s u l t s  r e f l e c t  t h e  s p e c i a l  t e a c h e r - p u p i l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n  
p r i m a r y  s c h o o l s  a n d  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  s e c o n d a r y  s c h o o l  e d u c a t i o n  
t e n d s  t o  d i s c o u r a g e  i n t u i t i v e  t h i n k i n g .
V a n  B u s s c h b a c h  f o l l o w e d  u p  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  w i t h  s i m i l a r  t e s t s  
i n  A m e r i c a n  s c h o o l s ,  u s i n g  o v e r  . 1 ,  2 0 0  S s  a n d  4 0  t e a c h e r s ,  
a n d  a g a i n  o b t a i n e d  s i g n i f i c a n t  p o s i t i v e  s c o r i n g .  T h e  r e s u l t s  
w e r e  s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  o b t a i n e d  i n  D u t c h  s c h o o l s  a n d  i n  a l l  
c a s e s  t h e  s c o r e s  w e r e  b e t t e r  w i t h  c o l o u r s  a s  t a r g e t s .  H o w e v e r ,  
p r e s e n t a t i o n  o r d e r  o f  t h e  t a r g e t  t y p e s  w a s  n o t  c o n t r o l l e d  a n d  s o  
t h i s  f i n d i n g  m a y  s i m p l y  b e  d u e  t o  a n  o r d e r  e f f e c t .
A l t h o u g h  h e  r e p o r t e d  n o  c o r r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  a g e  a n d  E S P  
s c o r e s  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  p r i m a r y  a n d  s e c o n d a r y  s c h o o l  
p u p i l s ’  r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  y o u n g e r  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  d o i n g  
b e t t e r .  V a n  B u s s c h b a c h  (  1 9 5 9  )  t h e r e f o r e  e x t e n d e d  h i s  r e s e a r c h  
t o  a  y o u n g e r  a g e  g r o u p  s t i l l ,  f i r s t  a n d  s e c o n d  g r a d e  p u p i l s .
I n  A m s t e r d a m  8 9 0  S s  w e r e  t e s t e d  a n d  t h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  n o t  
s i g n i f i c a n t .  I n  D o r d r e c h t  5 4 4  S s  p r o d u c e d  v e r y  s i g n i f i c a n t  s c o r e s  
a n d  t h e  f i r s t  g r a d e  c h i l d r e n  s c o r e d  h i g h e r .  V a n  B u s s c h b a c h  
a t t r i b u t e d  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  g r e a t e r  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  h i s  
t a s k  f o r  t h e  y o u n g e s t  a g e  g r o u p .  I n  b o t h  c i t i e s  g i r l s  d i d  b e t t e r  
t h a n  b o y s  a l t h o u g h  p r e v i o u s  s t u d i e s  h a d  s h o w n  n o  s e x  d i f f e r e n c e s .
2 4 9
I n  a  f i n a l  s t u d y  ( 1 9 6 1 )  o v e r  1 , 4 0 0  f i r s t  a n d  s e c o n d  g r a d e  
c h i l d r e n  i n  A m e r i c a n  s c h o o l s  w e r e  t e s t e d  b u t  t h e  p r e v i o u s  
f i n d i n g s  w e r e  n o t  r e p l i c a t e d .  V a n  B u s s c h b a c h  a t t r i b u t e d  t h i s  
f a i l u r e  t o  s l i g h t  c h a n g e s  i n  t h e  p r o c e d u r e  u s e d  a n d  t o  d i s r u p t i o n  
w h i c h  o c c u r r e d  a s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  s c h o o l s  b e i n g  c l o s e d  b y  
u n u s u a l l y  b a d  w e a t h e r .
O v e r a l l  v a n  B u s s c h b a c h  t e s t e d  a  v e r y  l a r g e  n u m b e r  o f  S s  
a n d  a l t h o u g h  t h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  n o t  e n t i r e l y  c o n s i s t e n t  t h e y  d o  
i n d i c a t e ,  f i r s t l y  t h a t  E S P  c a n  o c c u r  i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m  a n d  
s e c o n d l y ,  a l t h o u g h  h e  r e p o r t s  n o  a g e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  
t h a t  y o u n g e r  c h i l d r e n  s c o r e d  t h e  h i g h e s t .
A  d i f f e r e n t  a p p r o a c h  h a s  b e e n  u s e d  b y  A n d e r s o n  a n d  W h i t e  ( 1 9 5 6 ,  
1 9 5 7 , 1 9 5 8 a ,  b ,  ) .  T h e y  s t u d i e d  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  m u t u a l  e v a l u a t i o n s  
o f  t e a c h e r s  a n d  p u p i l s  o n  s c o r e s  i n  c l a s s r o o m  c l a i r v o y a n c e  t e s t s .  
T h e y  f o u n d  t h a t  p o s i t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n s  t e n d e d  t o  b e  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  
p o s i t i v e  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  n e g a t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n s  w i t h  s c o r e s  b e l o w  
c h a n c e  l e v e ©  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  a f f e c t e d  t h e  
d i r e c t i o n  o f  s c o r i n g  r a t h e r  t h a n  i t s  m a g n i t u d e .  A l t h o u g h  t h e i r  
e a r l y  s t u d i e s  c o n f i r m e d  t h i s ,  9  f u r t h e r  o n e s  ( 1 9 5 7 b ) f a i l e d  t o  
g i v e  t h e  l e v e l  o f  r e p l i c a b i l i t y  t h e y  h a d  h o p e d  f o r .  N o n e t h e l e s s ,  
A n d e r s o n  a n d  W h i t e  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  E S P  h a s  b e e n  d e m o n s t r a t e d  
i n  t h e  c l a s s r o o m  a t  a l l  l e v e l s  a n d  t h a t  t h e  r o l e  o f  t e a c h e r - p u p i l  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i s  a n  i m p o r t a n t  o n e  f o r  E S P  r e s e a r c h .
V a s s e  a n d  V a s s e  ( 1 9 5 8 )  t e s t e d  s e v e r a l  g r o u p s  o f  6  y e a r  o l d  
c h i l d r e n  i n  r e c e s s  p e r i o d s  a t  s c h o o l .  A  f i r s t  g r o u p  o b t a i n e d  h i g h l y  
s i g n i f i c a n t  s c o r e s .  I n  a  s e c o n d  y e a r  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  t e s t e d  b o t h  
a t  t h e  s t a r t  o f  t h e  s c h o o l  y e a r  a n d  a g a i n  l a t e r  i n  t h e  y e a r ,  w h e n  
s c o r e s  w e r e  f o u n d  t o  h a v e  i m p r o v e d .  A  v a r i e t y  o f  p o s s i b l e  
r e a s o n s  f o r  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  w a s  p u t  f o r w a r d .
L o u w e r e n s  ( 1 9 6 0 )  t e s t e d  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  a g e d  4  t o  6 ^  y e a r s  g i v i n g  
t h e '  t h s t r u c i i o n s  i n  t h e  f o r m  o f  a  f a i r y  t a l e .  P o s i t i v e  s c o r e s  w e r e
o n l y  o b t a i n e d  w i t h  t h e  t e a c h e r ,  n o t  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r , -  a s  a ^ e n t .
2 5 0
I n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  V a n  d e  C a s t l e  ( 1 9 5 9 )  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  
s p e c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s  a p p a r e n t l y  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  E S P  t o  o c c u r  w i t h  
c h i l d  S s .  W h i t e  a n d  A n g s t a d t  c o m p a r e d  p e r f o r m a n c e  w i t h  a n  
a g e n t  c h o s e n  b y  t h e  c l a s s  b e i n g  t e s t e d ,  o r  a n  a g e n t  f r o m  a n o t h e r  
c l a s s .  I n  a  f i r s t  s t u d y  ( 1 9 6 3 a ) s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h e r  s c o r e s  w e r e  
o b t a i n e d  w i t h  t h e  c l a s s e s ’  o w n  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  b u t  a  f u r t h e r  
s t u d y  ( 1 9 6 3  b )  f a i l e d  t o  c o n f i r m  t h i s .
S h i e l d s  ( 1 9 6 2 )  c o m p a r e d  c h i l d r e n s ’  E S P  s c o r e s  w i t h  m e a s u r e s  o f  
p e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  f o u n d  t h a t  " n o n - w i t h d r a w n "  c h i l d r e n  s c o r e d  h i g h e r  
t h a n  t h o s e  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  ' w i t h d r a w n *  b u t  t h e r e  w e r e  n o  d i f f e r e n c e s  
a c c o r d i n g  t o  a g e ,  s e x  o r  i n t e l l i g e n c e .  M u s s o  ( . 1 9 6 5 ) ,  i n  a  
c l a i r v o y a n c e  t e s t  w i t h  f i r s t  t o  s i x t h  g r a d e  c h i l d r e n  i n  B u e n o s  A r i e s ,  
f o u n d  n o  d i f f e r e n c e  a c c o r d i n g  t o  g r a d e ,  o r  w h e t h e r  t h e  t e a c h e r . -  
o r  a vs t r a n g e r  a c t e d  a s  e x p e r i m e n t e r ,  b u t  d i d  f i n d  h i g h e r  s c o r i n g  
i n  c h i l d r e n  w h o  s a i d  t h e y  b e l i e v e d  i n  E S P .
I n  p r e c o g n i t i o n  t e s t s  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  F r e e m a n  ( 1 9 6 9 ,  1 9 7 0 )  f o u n d  
a  p s i - d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t  w h e n  h e  s e p a r a t e d  S s  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e i r  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a s  T i k e r s *  o r ' d i s l i k e r s *  o n  a  w o r d  t e s t .  O f  p a r t i c u l a r  
i n t e r e s t  h e r e  a r e  t e s t s  w i t h  p r i m a r y  s c h o o l  c h i l d r e n  w h i c h  
s h o w e d  s e x  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  s c o r i n g .  H o w e v e r ,  o v e r a l l  E S P s c o r e s  
w e r e  a t  c h a n c e  a n d  n o  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  a g e  t o  s c o r i n g  w a s  r e p o r t e d .
R a n d a l l  ( 1 9 7 2 )  c a r r i e d  o u t  t w o  e x p e r i m e n t s  w i t h  t h i r d  y e a r  
g r a m m a r  s c h o o l  b o y s  f i n d i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h  v a r i a n c e  i n  
c h i l d r e n  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  h i g h l y  e x t r a v e r t  o r  h i g h l y  n e u r o t i c  a n d  
s i g n i f i c a n t  d e v i a t i o n s  f r o m  c h a n c e  s c o r i n g  i n  h a y - f e v e r  s u f f e r e r s ,  
t h o u g h  t h e  l a t t e r  w a s  o n l y  o n e  f i n d i n g  a m o n g  m a n y  n e g a t i v e  
r e s u l t s  f r o m  a  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  A l t h o u g h  R a n d a l l  c o n f i r m e d  m a n y  o f  
h i s  f i n d i n g s  i n  a  s e c o n d  e x p e r i m e n t ,  i n  b o t h  t h e  o v e r a l l  s c o r e s  
w e r e  c l o s e  t o  c h a n c e  e x p e c t a t i o n  a n d  a g a i n  n o  a g e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
i s  r e p o r t e d .
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S o  f a r  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  h a v e  n o t  p r o v i d e d  a  r e p e a t a b l e  e x p e r i m e n t  w i t h  
c h i l d  S s  b u t  t h e y  d o  p o i n t  t o  s o m e  p o s s i b l y  r e l e v a n t  v a r i a b l e s ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  t h e  c h i l d r e n  a n d  a g e n t  o r  
e x p e r i m e n t e r .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t h e r e  a r e  i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  y o u n g e r  
c h i l d r e n  s c o r e  h i g h e r  e v e n  t h o u g h  n o t  o n e  s t u d y  h a s  d i r e c t l y  
i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h i s .  I n  v i e w  o f  t h e s e  e n c o u r a g i n g  p o i n t e r s  i t  i s  
p e r h a p s  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  n o  f u r t h e r  s t u d i e s  r e p o r t e d  a  c o r r e l a t i o n  
b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e  a n d  a g e .
M o r e  r e c e n t  r e s e a r c h  h a s  t a k e n  a  r a t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  a p p r o a c h .
D r u c k e r  a n d  R u b i n  ( 1 9 7 5 )  w e r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  c h a n g e  w h i c h
o c c u r s ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  P i a g e t ,  b e t w e e n  t h e  a g e s  o f  5  a n d  7 .  T h e y
g a v e  4 2  c h i l d r e n  P i a g e t ' s  c o n s e r v a t i o n  o f  l i q u i d s  t e s t  a n d  a  n o v e l
E S P  t e s t .  S s  h a d  t o  g u e s s  w h i c h  c o l o u r  o f  M  &  M ' s  c a n d i e s
w o u l d  b e  d r a w n  o u t  o f  a  b a g  c o n t a i n i n g  1 0 0  M  &  M s .  T h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r ,
w e a r i n g  g l o v e s ,  p u l l e d  o u t  o n e  a t  a  t i m e ,  a f t e r  t h e  c h i l d  h a d  g u e s s e d ,
a n d  r e p l a c e d  i t  a f t e r  e a c h  t r i a l .  I f  t h e  c h i l d  g u e s s e d  r i g h t  h e
w a s  a l l o w e d  t o  e a t  a  s w e e t  f r o m  a n o t h e r  b a g .  O v e r a l l  s c o r e s
w e r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t .  O n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e  c o n s e r v a t i o n  o f  l i q u i d s
t e s t  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  d i v i d e d  i n t o  l o g i c a l ,  p r e l o g i c a l  a n d  m i x e d
g r o u p s .  I t  w a s  e x p e c t e d  t h a t  t h e  p r e l o g i c a l  g r o u p  w o u l d  o b t a i n
t h e  h i g h e s t  s c o r e  b u t  o n l y  t h e  m i x e d  g r o u p  o b t a i n e d  s i g n i f i c a n t
s c o r e s .  T h o s e  t e s t e d  a t  h o m e  d i d  b e t t e r  t h a n  t h o s e  t e s t e d  i n
t h e  n u r s e r y .
I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  D r u c k e r  e t  a l  r e p o r t  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r n a l  
c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  s c o r i n g ,  a c r o s s  t h e  t w o  r u n s  e a c h  c h i l d  c o m p l e t e d ,  
w a s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  a n y  g r o u p  a l t h o u g h  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  t e n d e d  
t o  b e  h i g h e r  w i t h  h i g h e r  c o g n i t i v e  l e v e l .  T h i s  r a i s e s  q u e s t i o n s  
a l r e a d y  d i s c u s s e d  a b o u t  t h e  m e a n i n g f u l n e s s  o f  c o m p a r i n g  S s  o n  
a r t  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  u n r e l i a b l e  m e a s u r e .
D r u c k e r  e t  a l  f o l l o w e d  t h i s  w o r k  u p  w i t h  a  s e c o n d  s t u d y ,  u s i n g  
5 0  c h i l d r e n  a g e d  4  t o  7 ,  a l l  t e s t e d  a t  h o m e ,  i n c o r p o r a t i n g  i n  
a d d i t i o n  t h e  P e a b o d y  P i c t u r e  V o c a b u l a r y  T e s t .  M e a n  E S P  s c o r e s  
w e r e  a t  c h a n c e  a n d  s c o r e s  f o r  n o n e  o f  t h e  g r o u p s  w e r e  s i g n i f i c a n t .
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T h e  o n l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( a n d  p o s t  h o c )  f i n d i n g  w a s  t h a t  h i g h  I .  Q .  
c h i l d r e n  s c o r e d  h i g h e r  o n  t h e  s e c o n d  r u n  t h a n  t h e  f i r s t  I T h e i r  
h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  E S P  a b i l i t y  w o u l d  b e  r e l a t e d  t o  c o g n i t i v e  d e v e l o p m e n t  
w a s  n o t  c o n f i r m e d .
I n  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  f i n d i n g s  s o  f a r  i t  s e e m s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a t  l e a s t  
e v i d e n c e  t h a t  E S P  o c c u r s  w i t h  c h i l d  S s  b u t  o t h e r  f i n d i n g s  h a v e  
b e e n  h a r d  t o  c o n f i r m ,  a n d  t h e r e  i s  n o  d e f i n i t e  e v i d e n c e  r e g a r d i n g  
a  d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  a g e  a n d  E S P .  G i v e n  t h e  i n i t i a l  
h y p o t h e s e s  i t  s e e m s  t h a t  t w o  o b v i o u s  l i n e s  o f  r e e e a r c h  h a v e  
b e e n  o m i t t e d ,  o n e  i s  t o  t e s t  d i r e c t l y  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  a g e  
a n d  E S P  a b i l i t y .  T h e  o t h e r  i s  t o  t e s t  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  o r  i n f a n t s  
i n  G E S P  t e s t s  w i t h  t h e i r  m o t h e r s .  I n  f a c t  t h e  m o s t  r e c e n t  
r e s e a r c h  h a s  d o n e  j u s t  t h i s .
S p i n e l l i  ( 1 9 7 7 ,  1 9 7 8 )  c a r r i e d  o u t  G E S P  t e s t s  w i t h  S s  o f  a l l  a g e s  
t o  t e s t  h i s  h y p o t h e s i s  t h a t  p a r a n o r m a l  c o g n i t i o n  s h o u l d  b e  m o r e  
r e a d i l y  o b s e r v e d  i n  a n  o r g a n i s m  t h a t  h a s  n o t  y e t  r e a c h e d  t h e  
m a t u r a t i o n a l  l e v e l  a t  w h i c h  c o m p l e x  i n t e r n a l i s e d  c o n n e c t i o n s  
a r e  m a d e .  I n  h u m a n s  h e  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  E S P  s h o u l d  b e  e a s i e r  
f o r  c h i l d r e n  u n d e r  8  y e a r s  w h o  h a v e  n o t  y e t  r e a c h e d  P i a g e t ’ s  
s t a g e  o f  o p e r a t i o n a l  t h i n k i n g .  1 ,  0 0 0  S s  w e r e  t e s t e d  i n  p a i r s ,  
i n  a g e  g r o u p s  r a n g i n g  f r o m  3  y e a r s  t o  a  g r o u p  o f  o l d  a g e  p e n s i o n e r s .  
T h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  h i g h l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  w i t h  t h e  y o u n g e s t  c h i l d r e n  
o b t a i n i n g  c l o s e  t o  4 5  %  h i t s  a s  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  M C E  o f  2 0  %, a n d  
c h i l d r e n  u n d e r  8  a l l  s c o r i n g  p o s i t i v e l y  w h i l e  o t h e r s  s c o r e d  a t  
c h a n c e .  A  s e c o n d  s t u d y  w i t h  o n l y  t h e  t h r e e  y o u n g e s t  g r o u p s  
a c h e i v e d  s i m i l a r  s c o r e s . . H o w e v e r ,  a l l  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  m u s t  
b e  r e j e c t e d  s i n c e  t h e  a g e n t  w a s  a l l o w e d  t o  c h o o s e  w h i c h  p i c t u r e ,  
o u t  o f  a  g r o u p  o f  f i v e ,  t o  ’ s e n d ’  t o  t h e  ’ r e c e i v e r ©  A l t h o u g h  
t h e  p i c t u r e s  w e r e  s e J e c t e d  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  n o t  b e i n g  s t r o n g l y  
p r e f e r r e d  b y  t h e  c h i l d r e n  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  a n y  p i c t u r e ,  i n  t h e  
c o n t e x t  o f  a  g r o u p  o f  o t h e r s ,  w i l l  b e  m o r e  o r  l e s s  p r e f e r a b l e  
a n d  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  w h i c h  c h i l d r e n s ’  p r e f e r e n c e s  a r e  s i m i l a r  
t h e  r e s u l t s  c o u l d  h a v e  b e e n  s p u r i o u s .
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T o  c o u n t e r  t h i s  a r g u m e n t  S p i n e l l i  f o l l o w e d  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  u p  
w i t h  o n e  i n  w h i c h  t a r g e t s  w e r e  r a n d o m l y  s e l e c t e d .  5 0  S s  f r o m  
e a c h  o f  t h e  t h r e e  y o u n g e s t  g r o u p s  w e r e  t e s t e d  a n d  a  g r o u p  o f  
u n i v e r s i t y  s t u d e n t s  w h o  w e r e  e x p e c t e d  t o  s c o r e  a t  c h a n c e .
T h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  v e r y  s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  f o u n d  p r e v i o u s l y ,  w i t h  
t h e  h i g h e s t  s c o r e s  o b t a i n e d  b y  t h e  y o u n g e s t  g r o u p s .  S p i n e l l i  
t h e r e f o r e  i n f e r r e d  t h a t  t h e  e a r l i e r  r e s u l t s  w e r e  n o t  d u e  t o  t h i s  
f l a w  i n  t h e  d e s i g n .
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o t a g e  d i f f e r e n c e s  S p i n e l l i  f o u n d  h i g h e r  s c o r i n g  
w h e n  S s  w e r e  p a i r e d  f o r  b o t h  c h r o n o l o g i c a l  a g e  a n d  1. Q . , 
a l t h o u g h  t h e s e  e f f e c t s  m i g h t  b e  e x p e c t e d  o n  t h e  h y p o t h e s i s  
t h a t  s i m i l a r i t y  o f  p r e f e r e n c e s  w a s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  h i g h  
s c o r i n g .  F u r t h e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  s h o w e d  t h a t  a  c o m p l e x  
c o g n i t i v e  t a s k  d i s r u p t e d  E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e  b u t  l i s t e n i n g  t o  
m u s i c  i m p r o v e d  s c o r e s .  F i n a l l y  t h e  r o l e  o f  S p i n e l l i  h i m s e l f  
w a s  t h o u g h t  t o  b e  i m p o r t a n t  a n d  a  s m a l l  s e r i e s  w a s  c o n d u c t e d  
i n  h i s  a b s e n c e .  S c o r e s  f e l l  d r a m a t i c a l l y  b u t  w e r e  s t i l l  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
a b o v e  M C E .
S p i n e l l i ’ s  r e s u l t s  w e r e  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  a n y t h i n g  p r e v i o u s l y  
r e p o r t e d .  S c o r e s  w e r e  so f a r  a b o v e  c h a n c e  e x p e c t a t i o n  a n d  
s h o w e d  s o  s y s t e m a t i c  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  a g e  t h a t  t h e  c h a n c e  
h y p o t h e s i s  c a n n o t  r e a s o n a b l y  b e  e n t e r t a i n e d .  A l s o  S p i n e l l i  
s e e m e d  a b l e  t o  r e p l i c a t e  h i s  f i n d i n g s .  O b v i o u s l y  i n d e p e n d e n t  
r e p l i c a t i o n  w a s  r e q u i r e d  a n d  H e n e g a n  ( 1 9 7 9 )  a t t e m p t e d  t h i s .
S h e  u s e d  3  t o  5  y e a r  o l d  S s ,  t e s t i n g  a  t o t a l  o f  1 5 0  c h i l d r e n  i n  
f o u r  s e r i e s  a n d  k e e p i n g  t h e  p r o c e d u r e  a s  s i m i l a r  a s  p o s s i b l e  
t o  t h a t  u s e d  b y  S p i n e l l i .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  s e r i e s  s c o r e s  w e r e  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e l o w  c h a n c e ,  i n  t h e  s e c o n d ,  c l o s e  t o  c h a n c e ,  a n d  
i n  t h e  t h i r d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a b o v e  c h a n c e .  T h e  f o u r t h ,  a n d  l a r g e s t ,  
s e r i e s  t e s t e d  5 0  S s .  O v e r a l l  s c o r e s  w e r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  a n d  
o l d e r  c h i l d r e n ,  a g e d  4  t o  5 ,  s c o r e d  h i g h e r  t h a n  t h e  y o u n g e r  o n e s .
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C l e a r l y  t h e r e  w a s  a  l a r g e  d i s c r e p a n c y  b e t w e e n  S p i n e l l i ' s  a n d  
H e n e g a n ' s  r e s u l t s .  P o s s i b l e  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h i s  i n c l u d e  p r o c e d u r a l  
d i f f e r e n c e s ,  s u b j e c t  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  o r  v a r i o u s  k i n d s  o f  e x p e r i m e n t e r  
e f f e c t .  H e n e g a n  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  L a t t e r  i n  s o m e  d e t a i l ,  s u g g e s t i n g  
t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  m o t i v a t i o n s  o f  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r s  m i g h t  h a v e  
b e e n  c r u c i a l .  S p i n e l l i  w a s  t e s t i n g  h i s  o w n  h y p o t h e s e s ,  b u t  s h e  
w a s  o n l y  a t t e m p t i n g  a  r e p l i c a t i o n .  A c c o r d i n g l y  s h e  b e g a n  a  
s t u d y  o f  m o r e  p e r s o n a l  i n t e r e s t  t o  h e r ,  a  s t u d y  o f  E S P  b e t w e e n  
m o t h e r s  a n d  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n .  2 5  p a i r s  w e r e  t e s t e d .  I n  e x p e r i m e n t a l  
c o n d i t i o n s  t h e  m o t h e r  o r  c h i l d  a c t e d  a s  r e c e i v e r  w i t h  t h e  o t h e r  
a s  s e n d e r  a n d  i n  c o n t r o l  c o n d i t i o n s  a n  a s s i s t a n t  a c t e d  a s  s e n d e r .
I t  w a s  e x p e c t e d  t h a t  h i g h e r  s c o r e s  w o u l d  b e  o b t a i n e d  i n  
e x p e r i m e n t a l  c o n d i t i o n s  a n d  t h a t ,  a s  i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  s t u d y ,  
o l d e r  c h i l d r e n  w o u l d  o b t a i n  h i g h e r  s c o r e s .  I n  f a c t  t h e  o p p o s i t e  
o c c u r r e d .  C o n t r o l  c o n d i t i o n s  p r o d u c e d  h i g h e r  s c o r e s  a n d  t h e  
y o u n g e r  c h i l d r e n  d i d  b e t t e r .  T h e s e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  n o t  a s  H e n e g a n  
e x p e c t e d  b u t  t h e y  a r e  i n  a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  S p i n e l l i * s  h y p o t h e s i s , ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  s i n c e  t h e  c h i l d r e n  o b t a i n e d  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  
s c o r e s .  H o w e v e r ,  i t  m u s t  b e  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  S p i n e l l i ' s  s t r o n g l y  
p o s i t i v e  r e s u l t s  a r e  n o t  e a s i l y  r e p l i c a b l e .
T h e r e  r e m a i n  o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  r e s u l t s .  
S p i n e l l i  ( 1 9 7 9 )  h a s  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  p e r s o n a l i t y o f  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  
a n d  h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  t h e  c h i l d r e n  a r e  c r u c i a l  b u t  t h e s e  
v a r i a b l e s  a r e  h a r d  t o  m e a s u r e  o r  c o n t r o l .
F i n a l l y  S h r a g e r  ( 1 9 7 8 )  t e s t e d  3 8  c h i l d r e n  b e t w e e n  3 ^  a n d  5-J 
y e a r s  o n  a  G E S P  t e s t  w i t h  b o t h  t h e i r  o w n  m o t h e r s  a n d  a  s t r a n g e  
m o t h e r  a s  s e n d e r .  T h e  E S P  t e s t  u s e d  M  &  M s  a n d  v a r i o u s  
m e a s u r e s  o f  t h e  c h i l d ' s  a n d  m o t h e r ' s  p e r s o n a l i t y  w e r e  a l s o  m a d e .  
E S P  s c o r e s  w i t h  t h e  s t t r a n g e  m o t h e r  w e r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e l o w  
M C E  a n d  w e r e  l o w e r  t h a n  w i t h  c h i l d r e n s '  o w n  m o t h e r s .  S c o r e s  
f o r  t h e  l a t t e r  w e r e  c l o s e  t o  c h a n c e .  T h e r e  w e r e  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i f f e r e n c e s  w i t h  a g e .
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A l t h o u g h  m a n y  o f  t h e  s t u d i e s  r e p o r t e d  h e r e  s h o w  e v i d e n c e  o f  
E S P  o c c u r r i n g  i n  c h i l d r e n  t h e  e f f e c t s  a r e ,  w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  o f  
S p i n e l l i ’ s ,  w e a k  a n d  i n c o n s i s t e n t .  I t  d o e s  n o t  a p p e a r  t h a t  u s i n g  
c h i l d r e n  i s  t h e  s i m p l e  w a y  t o  o b t a i n  h i g h e r  E S P  s c o r e s .  M a n y  
s t u d i e s  o b t a i n e d  i n s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s ,  a n d  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  s e n d e r -  
r e c e i v e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  s e x ,  a g e ,  p e r s o n a l i t y  a n d  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  
t e s t e d  d o  n o t  s e e m  t o  b e  c o n s i s t e n t .  N o n e t h e l e s s  t h e  e a r l y  
i n d i c a t i o n s  f r o m  v a n  B u s s c h b a c h ’ s  w o r k  a n d  t h e  s t u n n i n g  r e s u l t s  
o f  S p i n e l l i ’ s  i m p l y  t h a t  v e r y  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  m § t y  m a k e  e s p e c i a l l y  
g i f t e d  S s  u n d e r  c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n s .  B o t h  t h e s e  r e s e a r c h e r s  u s e d  
G E S P  t a s k s  a n d  f o u n d  t h a t  y o u n g e r  c h i l d r e n  s c o r e d  t h e  h i g h e s t .
I  t h e r e f o r e  d e s i g n e d  e x p e r i m e n t s  t o  u s e  t h e  y o u n g e s t  c h i l d r e n  
p r a c t i c a b l e .  T h i s  t u r n e d  o u t  t o  b e  c h i l d r e n  a t  p r e s c h o o l  
p l a y g r o u p s .  I  u s e d  G E S P  t a s k s  a n d  t r i e d  t o  e m u l a t e  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  
o f  t h e  m o s t  s u c c e s s f u l  s t u d i e s  a s  f a r  a s  p o s s i b l e .
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1 0 : 3  ( L ) A Smart ie Experiment with Young Children
I n t r o d u c t i o n
T h e  e v i d e n c e  f o r  E S P  i n  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  h a s  a l r e a d y  b e e n  d i s c u s s e d .  
A l t h o u g h  m a n y  s t u d i e s  p r o v i d e  c o n f l i c t i n g  r e s u l t s  t h e r e  i s  s o m e  
e v i d e n c e  t h a t  t h e  y o u n g e s t  c h i l d r e n  m a y  s c o r e  t h e  h i g h e s t  a n d  
t h e  b e s t  t a s k  m a y  b e  G E S P .  T h e r e  i s  o b v i o u s l y  a  l i m i t  t o  h o w  
y o u n g  o n e  c a n  g e t  c h i l d r e n  t o  t a k e  p a r t  i n  E S P  t e s t s .  I  c h o s e  t o  
u s e  c h i l d r e n  a t  p l a y g r o u p s  w h o  w e r e  a g e d  b e t w e e n  3  a n d  5  y e a r s .  
T h e  m e t h o d  u s e d  b y  D r u c k e r  a n d  D r  e w e s  w i t h  M  &  M ’s  c a n d i e s  
s e e m e d  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  t h i s  a g e  g r o u p .  H o w e v e r ,  t h e y  u s e d  a  
c l a i r v o y a n c e ,  o r  p o s s i b l y  p r e c o g n i t i o n  p a r a d i g m ,  s i n c e  t h e  
p e r s o n  p u l l i n g  t h e  s w e e t s  f r o m  t h e  b a g  d i d  n o t  c h o o s e  i t  u n t i l  
a f t e r  t h e  c h i l d  h a d  g u e s s e d  a n d  s a w  t h e  c o l o u r  o n l y  w h e n  t h e  
c h i l d  d i d .  S i n c e  t h e  m o s t  s u c c e s s f u l  s t u d i e s  ( S p i n e l l i  1 9 7 8 ,  v a n  
B u s s c h b a c h  1 9 5 5 )  u s e d  G E S P  t a s k s  I  d e c i d e d  t o  a d a p t  t h e  D r u c k e r  
a n d  D r e w e s  m e t h o d ,  c o n d u c t i n g  h a l f  t h e  t e s t s  a s  t h e y  h a d  d o n e  
a n d  h a l f  w i t h  a n o t h e r  c h i l d  a s  s e n d e r .  A s s u m i n g  t h a t  M  &  M s  w e r e  
m u c h  l i k e  S m a r t i e s  I  u s e d  t h e s e  a s  t a r g e t s .  I t  w i l l  b e  n o t i c e d  
t h a t  i n  m a n y  w a y s  t h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  w a s  l e s s  t h a n  w e l l  c o n t r o l l e d .  
F o r  e x a m p l e  i t  w o u l d  h a v e  b e e n  e a s y  f o r  m e ,  a s  e x p e r i m e n t e r ,  
t o  c h e a t .  H o w e v e r ,  t h i s  w a s  o n l y  i n t e n d e d  a s  a n  e x p l o r a t o r y  
s t u d y  a n d  t h i s  w a s  n o t  t h o u g h t  i m p o r t a n t  a t  t h i s  s t a g e .
M e t h o d
S u b j e c t s .
S s  w e r e  1 9  c h i l d r e n  a t t e n d i n g  t h e  Y M C A  p l a y g r o u p ,  W h a r f  R o a d ,  
G u i l d f o r d ,  S u r r e y .  T h e i r  a g e s  r a n g e d  f r o m  3  y e a r s  1 m o n t h  t o
5  y e a r s  1 0  m o n t h s ,  w i t h  a  m e a n  o f  4  y e a r s .
T a r g e t s .
T a r g e t s  w e r e  s m a r t i e s  o f  f i v e  c o l o u r s ,  r e d ,  o r a n g e ,  g r e e n ,  
y e l l o w  a n d  b r o w n .  I n  t e s t  1 .  t h e y  w e r e  p u l l e d  f r o m  a  b a g  
c o n t a i n i n g  1 0 0  s m a r t i e s  a n d  i n  t e s t  2 .  t h e i r  o r d e r  w a s  r a n d o m l y  
d e t e r m i n e d  ( s e e  b e l o w ) .
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P r o c e d u r e .
B e f o r e  b e g i n n i n g  a n y  t e s t s  I  s p e n t  s e v e r a l  h o u r s  a t  t h e  p l a y g r o u p  
j o i n i n g  i n  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  a n d  g e t t i n g  t o  k n o w  t h e  c h i l d r e n .  A f t e r  
t h i s  a n  a s s i s t a n t  ( S . B . )  j o i n e d  m e  a n d  a l s o  s p e n t  s o m e  t i m e  w i t h  
t h e  c h i l d r e n .  W e  t o o k  a l o n g  t w o  o w l s ,  " O g g y  B o g g y "  a n d  " B a b y  
B o g " ,  w h o  l a t e r  h e l p e d  i n  t h e  t e s t s .  S i m p l e  p r o b l e m s  o f  r o o m  
l a y o u t ,  p r o c e d u r e  a n d  c o o r d i n a t i o n  w e r e  i r o n e d  o u t  i n  p r e l i m i n a r y  
s e s s i o n s .  T h e  t w o  t y p e s  o f  E S P  t e s t  w e r e  t h e n  b e g u n .
I n  e a c h  c a s e  e i t h e r  o n e  o r  t w o  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  s e l e c t e d  f r o m  t h e  g r o u p  
a n d  a s k e d  i f  t h e y  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  p l a y  a  g a m e  i n  a n o t h e r  r o o m .  T h e y  
w e r e  o n l y  a s k e d  i f  t h e y  w e r e  n o t  e n g r o s s e d  i n  s o m e  o t h e r  a c t i v i t y  
a n d  w e r e  n o t  p e r s u a d e d  i f  t h e y  d i d n ' t  i m m e d i a t e l y  w a n t  t o  p l a y .
T h i s ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  m e a n t  t h a t  s e l e c t i o n  o f  c h i l d r e n  w a s  s l o w  
b u t  t h e n  w e  s o o n  d i s c o v e r e d  t h a t  c a r r y i n g  o u t  e x p e r i m e n t s  w i t h  
c h i l d r e n  i s  e x t r e m e l y  s l o w  b u t  i t  i s  f a r  b e t t e r  t o  w a i t  u n t i l  
t h e  c h i l d r e n  w a n t  t o  t a k e  p a r t  t h a n  t o  h u r r y  t h e m  w h e n  t h e y  m a y  
n o t  e n j o y  t h e  t e s t s  o r  d o  t h e i r  b e s t .  E a c h  c h i l d  t o o k  p a r t  i n  
e a c h  t e s t  o n  a  d i f f e r e n t  o c c a s i o n .  A  f e w  c h i l d r e n  h a d  a  s e c o n d  
t u r n ,  m a k i n g  u p  2 0  r u n s  f o r  e a c h  t e s t .  T h e  t w o  t y p e s  o f  t e s t  
W e r e  c o n d u c t e d  a s  f o l l o w s
L  C l a i r v o y a n c e  T h e  m e t h o d  w a s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  u s e d  b y
D r u c l c e r  a n d  D r e w e s .  E  h a d  a  l a r g e  c l o t h  b a g  i n s i d e  w h i c h  
w a s  a  s m a l l e r  p a p e r  b a g  c o n t a i n i n g  1 0 0  s m a r t i e s ,  2 0  o f  e a c h  o f  
t h e  f i v e  c o l o u r s .  E  p u t  h e r  h a n d  i n t o  t h e  b a g ,  s e l e c t e d  a  
i s m a r t i e  a n d  a s k e d  S  w h i c h  c o l o u r  h e  t h o u g h t  w o u l d  b e  p u l l e d  o u t .
T h e  g u e s s  w a s  r e c o r d e d ,  t h e  s m a r t i e  t a k e n  o u t  o f  t h e  b a g  a n d  
i t s  c o l o u r  r e c o r d e d ,  a n d  i f  t h e  g u e s s  w a s  c o r r e c t  t h e  c h i l d  w a s  
g i v e n  t h e  s m a r t i e  a n d  o n e  o f  t h e  s a m e  c o l o u r  w a s  p u t  b a c k  in  
t h e  b a g .  I t  w a s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  t o  s e e  i n t o  t h e  b a g  w h i c h  w a s  
f r e q u e n t l y  s h a k e n  a n d  h e l d  a t  a r m ' s  l e n g t h .  E a c h  S  c o m p l e t e d  
2 5  t r i a l s  a n d  t h e r e  w a s  a  t o t a l  o f  2 0  r u n s .  I t  w a s  s o o n  f o u n d  
t h a t  a l t h o u g h  t h e  c h i l d r e n  c o u l d  h a p p i l y  c o m p l e t e  t h e  2 5  t r i a l s  t h e i r  
c o n c e n t r a t i o n  a n d  e n j o y m e n t  w a s  m u c h  d e c r e a s e d  a f t e r  a b o u t  
1 5  t r i a l s .  T h e r e f o r e  i n  l a t e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  f e w e r  t r i a l s  w e r e  u s e d .
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2 .  G E S P  F o r  t h i s  t e s t  o n e  c h i l d  a c t e d  a s  s e n d e r  ( S )  a n d  t h e  
o t h e r  a s  r e c e i v e r  ( R ) .  P a i r s  o f  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  c h o s e n  a s  f a r  
a s  p o s s i b l e  t o  b e  t h e  s a m e  a g e ,  s i n c e  S p i n e l l i  ( 1 9 7 8 )  f o u n d  t h i s  
p r e f e r a b l e .  H o w e v e r ,  i f  c h i l d r e n  w a n t e d  t o  b e  t e s t e d  w i t h  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  f r i e n d  o r  a  b r o t h e r  o r  s i s t e r ,  t h i s  w a s  e n c o u r a g e d .
T h e  a g e  d i f f e r e n c e s  w i t h i n  p a i r s  r a n g e d  f r o m  0  m o n t h s  t o  1 2  
m o n t h s  w i t h  a  m e a n  o f  4  m o n t h s .
I n s t e a d  o f  S m a r t i e s  b e i n g  d r a w n  f r o m  a  b a g  a s  i n  t e s t  1 .  t h e y  
w e r e  g i v e n  t o  t h e  s e n d e r  i n  a  p r e a r r a n g e d  s e q u e n c e .  L i s t s  o f  
2 5  c o l o u r s  w e r e  p r e p a r e d  b y  c o m p u t e r  a n d  s e a l e d  i n  e n v e l o p e s  
b y  a  s e c o n d  e x p e r i m e n t e r  ( T . T . ) .
W h e n  t w o  c h i l d r e n  h a d  b e e n  c h o s e n  t h e y  w e r e  t a k e n  i n t o  t h e  
e x p e r i m e n t a l  r o o m  a n d  o n e  ( S )  w a s  s e a t e d  a t  a  t a b l e  w i t h  t h e  
a s s i s t a n t  ( A ) .  T h e  o t h e r  ( R ) ,  s a t  i n s i d e  C g g y ' s  h o u s e ,  a  c o n t r a p t i o n  
m a d e  o u t  o f  a  s h e e t  a n d  a n  u p t u r n e d  t a b l e  w h i c h  p r e v e n t e d  R  
f r o m  s e e i n g  S .  B o t h  c h i l d r e n  a n d  o w l s  w e r e  e n c o u r a g e d  t o  w e a r  
' t h i n k i n g  c a p s '  t o  h e l p  t h e m  m a k e  t h e i r  g u e s s e s .  A t  t h i s  
p l a y g r o u p  o n l y  o n e  r o o m  w a s  a v a i l a b l e ,  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  t e s t i n g  
h a d  t o  b e  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  t h i s  w a y .  P r e c a u t i o n s  a g a i n s t  s e n s o r y  
l e a k a g e  i n c l u d e d  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  o w l s '  h o u s e  a n d  i n s t r u c t i o n s  
f o r  t h e  c h i l d r e n  t o  k e e p  v e r y  q u i e t  w i t h  t h e i r  h a n d s  o v e r  t h e i r  
m o u t h s  w h e n  t h e  g u e s s  w a s  b e i n g  m a d e .  T h e  a r r a n g e m e n t  o f  
t h e  r o o m  c a n  b e  s e e n  i n  A p p e n d i x  1 2 .  I n  l a t e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  
s e p a r a t e  r o o m s  w e r e  u s e d .
A t  t h e  s t a r t  o f  a  r u n  A  o p e n e d  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  e n v e l o p e  a n d  
s e l e c t e d  t h e  f i r s t  S m a r t i e ,  g a v e  i t  t o  S  a n d  a s k e d  h i m  t o  t h i n k  
a b o u t  i t  a n d  t r y  t o  g e t  h i s  f r i e n d  i n  O g g y ' s  h o u s e  t o  g u e s s  t h e  
c o l o u r .  W h e n  h e  w a s  r e a d y  a n d  t h i n k i n g  h e  w a s  a s k e d  t o  p r e s s  a  
s w i t c h  w h i c h  c o n t r o l l e d  a  l i g h t  i n  t h e  h o u s e .
M e a n w h i l e  E  s h o w e d  R  a  r o w  o f  f i v e  c o l o u r e d  S m a r t i e s  a n d  
e x p l a i n e d  t h a t  w h e n  h e  s a w  t h e  l i g h t  c o m e  o n  h e  s h o u l d  g u e s s
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w h i c h  c o l o u r  h i s  f r i e n d  h a d .  E  r e c o r d e d  h i s  g u e s s  a n d  t h e n  
t o l d  A, w h o  r e p l i e d  w i t h  t h e  c o r r e c t  a n s w e r .  I f  t h e  g u e s s  w a s  
r i g h t  e v e r y b o d y  h a d  a  S m a r t i e .  E a c h  p a i r  o f  c h i l d r e n  c o m p l e t e d  
2 5  t r i a l s .  T h e r e  w a s  a  t o t a l  o f  2 0  r u n s .
R e s u l t s
T h e  m e a n  E S P  s c o r e  f o r  a l l  r u n s  p o o l e d  w a s  4 .  9 5  ( S . D .  =  2 . 1 7 ) .  
M C E  i s  5 .  0  a n d  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  (  t  =  0 . 1 5  3 9  d f  
p  =  0 .  8 8 ) .  T h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  t w o  t e s t s  c a n  b e  a n a l y s e d  
s e p a r a t e l y .
1 .  C l a i r v o y a n c e  F o r  t h e  2 0  r u n s  w i t h  n o  s e n d e r  t h e  m e a n  
n u m b e r  o f  h i t s  w a s  4 .  5 0  ( S . D .  =  2 .  2 1 )  w h i c h  i s  b e l o w  M C E  o f
5 .  0  b u t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  (  t  =  1 .  0 1  1 9  d f  p  =  0 .  3 3 ) .
2 .  G E S P  F o r  t h e  2 0  r u n s  w i t h  a  s e n d e r  t h e  m e a n  w a s  5 .  4 0
( S . D .  =  2 .  0 9 )  w h i c h  i s  a b o v e  M C E  b u t  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  s o  (  t  =  0 .  8 6  
1 9  d f  p  =  0 . 4 0 ) .
T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e  t w o  r e s u l t s  i s  i n  t h e  e x p e c t e d  
d i r e c t i o n ,  t h a t  i s  t h e  m e a n  w a s  h i g h e r  w i t h  t h e  G E S P  m e t h o d ,  
b u t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  (  t  =  1 .  3 2  3 8  d f  p  =  0 . 1 9 ) .
T h e  o v e r a l l  r e s u l t s  w e r e  t h e r e f o r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  b u t  t w o  
f u r t h e r  p o i n t s  w e r e  o f  i n t e r e s t .  F i r s t l y  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  a g e  
t o  E S P  s c o r e  a n d  s e c o n d l y  w h e t h e r  t h e  r e l a t i v e  a g e  o f  S  a n d  R  
m a d e  a n y  d i f f e r e n c e .
R e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  a g e  t o  E S P  B o t h  v a n  B u s s c h b a c h  a n d  S p i n e l l i  
o b t a i n e d  t h e  h i g h e s t  s c o r e s  w i t h  t h e i r  y o u n g e r  a g e  g r o u p s  a l t h o u g h  
n e i t h e r  r e p o r t e d  a  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  a g e  a n d  E S P  s c o r e s .
I - I e r e  t h i s  c a n  b e  s i m p l y  d o n e .  I n  t h e  c l a i r v o y a n c e  t e s t  E S P  
s c o r e  a n d  a g e  c a n  b e  c o r r e l a t e d  f o r  e a c h  S .  I n  t h e  G E S P  t e s t  
a g e  c a n  b e  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  b o t h  E S P  s c o r e  a s  S  a n d  E S P  s c o r e  
a s  R .  T h e  r e s u l t s  c a n  b e  s e e n . i n ; . T a b l e  3 6 .
O n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  S p i n e l l i ’ s  a n d  v a n  B u s s c h b a c h ’ s  f i n d i n g s  w e  w o u l d  
e x p e c t  t o  f i n d  a  n e g a t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  a g e  a n d  E S P .  T h i s  
w a s  n o t  f o u n d .  T h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  t e n d e d  t o  b e  p o s i t i v e  b u t  w e r e  
s m a l l  a n d  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t .
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Table 36. Correlations between age and ESP score
E S P  s c o r e r t . d f P
C l a i r v o y a n c e  R 0 . 1 8 0 . 7 8 1 9 0 .  4 5
G E S P  R - 0 .  0 1 0 .  0 4 1 9 0 .  9 7
G E S P  S 0 . 3 1 1 . 3 8 1 9 0 . 1 8
R e l a t i v e  a g e  o f  S  a n d  R  S i n c e  S p i n e l l i  f o u n d  t h a t  p a i r s  o f  c h i l d r e n  
o f  s i m i l a r  a g e  o b t a i n e d  b e t t e r  E S P  s c o r e s  w e  w o u l d  e x p e c t  a  
. n e g a t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e  a n d  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  a g e  
b e t w e e n  R  a n d  S  i n  t h e  G E S P  t e s t .  H e r e  r  =  -  0 .  2 9 .  T h i s  i s  
. .  i n  t h e  e x p e c t e d  d i r e c t i o n  b u t  i s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  (  t  =  1 .  2 9  1 9  d f
« p  =  0 .  2 1 ) .
D i s c u s s i o n
. "  T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  e x p l o r a t o r y  s t u d y  w e r e  n o t  a s  e x p e c t e d .
O v e r a l l  s c o r e s  w e r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  c h a n c e  
<  e x p e c t a t i o n ,  t h e r e  w a s  n o  d i f f e r e n c e  s c o r e s  o n  t h e  G E S P  a n d  
V  : c l a i r v o y a n c e  t a s k s  a n d  E S P  s c o r e s  d i d  n o t  a p p e a r  t o  b e  r e l a t e d  
‘’■ t o  a g e .  H o w e v e r  j s o m e  f i n d i n g s  w e r e  i n  t h e  e x p e c t e d  d i r e c t i o n  
a n d  a  g r e a t  d e a l  w a s  l e a r n t  f r o m  t h e  s t u d y  w h i c h  m a d e  i t  p o s s i b l e  
t o  d e s i g n  a  b e t t e r  o n e .  T h i s  i n c l u d e s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  p o i n t s .
1 .  T h e  u s e  o f  a  s e n d e r .
A l t h o u g h  t h e r e  w a s  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e  r e s u l t s  
o b t a i n e d  w i t h  a n d  w i t h o u t  a  s e n d e r  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  w a s  i n  t h e  
e x p e c t e d  d i r e c t i o n ,  b u t  r n o r e  i m p o r t a n t  t h e  c h i l d r e n  b y  f a r  
p r e f e r r e d  t h e  t e s t  w i t h  a  s e n d e r .  I n  v i e w  o f  t h i s  a n d  p r e v i o u s  
f i n d i n g s ,  G E S P  t e s t s  a r e  t o  b e  p r e f e r r e d .
2, R u n  l e n g t h .
I n  t h i s  s t u d y  e a c h  c h i l d  m a d e  2 5  g u e s s e s .  A l t h o u g h  a l l  t h e  c h i l d r e n  
t e s t e d  m a n a g e d  t h i s  e a s i l y  i t  w a s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e y  w e r e  l o s i n g  
i n t e r e s t  a f t e r  1 5  t o  2 0  t r i a l s .  A l s o ,  i n  t h e  G E S P  t e s t ,  t h e y  
s o m e t i m e s  w a n t e d  t o  t a k e  a  t u r n  i n  t h e  o t h e r  r o l e  ( o r  e v e n  a s  E i  ) .
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T h i s  w a s  o r i g i n a l l y  a l l o w e d  a n d  t h e  c h i l d r e n  s w a p p e d  p l a c e s  
f o r  a  f u r t h e r  2 5  t r i a l s ,  b u t  i t  w a s  o b v i o u s  t h a t  t h i s  w a s  t o o  m u c h  
f o r  t h e m .  I t  w o u l d  a p p e a r  p r e f e r a b l e  t o  h a v e  2  r u n s  o f  1 0  t r i a l s  
e a c h  w i t h  t h e  c h i l d r e n  s w a p p i n g  r o l e s  i n  b e t w e e n .  T h i s  i s ,  i n  
f a c t ,  e x a c t l y  t h e  m e t h o d  u s e d  b y  S p i n e l l i .
T a r g e t s .
S m a r t i e s  w e r e  n o t  f o u n d  t o  b e  i d e a l  t a r g e t s .  T h e  c h i l d r e n  g o t  
v e r y  b o r e d  g u e s s i n g  f r o m  t h e  s a m e  f i v e  c o l o u r s  o n  e v e r y  t r i a l  
e v e n  t h o u g h  e v e r y  e f f o r t  w a s  m a d e  t o  m a k e  t h e  g u e s s i n g  f u n .
F o r  e x a m p l e  w e  h a d  t o  a s k  t h e  c h i l d  t o  s a y  w h i c h  c o l o u r  O g g y  
B o g g y  w o u l d  c h o o s e ,  o r  p o l i s h  t h e  t h i n k i n g  c a p  t o  m a k e  i t  w o r k  
b e t t e r  a n d  s o  o n .  T w o  i m p r o v e m e n t s  m i g h t  h e l p .  P i c t u r e s  o r  
o b j e c t s  w o u l d  b e  m o r e  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a n  S m a r t i e s  a n d  a  d i f f e r e n t  
t a r g e t  p o o l  o n  e a c h  t r i a l  w o u l d  m a k e  i t  e a s i e r  f o r  t h e  c h i l d  t o  
m a k e  a  c h o i c e .  A g a i n  S p i n e l l i  u s e d  t h i s  m e t h o d  i n  h i s  
s u c c e s s f u l  t e s t s .
C o n c l u s i o n
N o n e  o f  t h e  e x p e c t e d  e f f e c t s  w a s  f o u n d  i n  t h i s  s t u d y .  O v e r a l l  
r e s u l t s  w e r e  c l o s e  t o  c h a n c e  e x p e c t a t i o n ,  t h e .  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  
c l a i r v o y a n c e  a n d  G E S P  s c o r e s  w a s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  a n d  t h e r e  w a s  
n o  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  e i t h e r  a g e ,  o r  d i f f e r e n c e  
i n  a g e  b e t w e e n  s e n d e r  a n d  r e c e i v e r .  H o w e v e r ,  m a n y  s u g g e s t i o n s  
w e r e  m a d e  f o r  i m p r o v i n g  t h e  m e t h o d  a n d  t h e s e  a r e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  
i n  t h e  n e x t  e x p e r i m e n t .
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10 : 4  ( M ) A Study of Memory and ESP In Young Children
Introduction
T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  h a s  a l r e a d y  b e e n  d e s c r i b e d  i n  p a r t  i n  s e c t i o n s  
6 : 6 .  7 : 7  a n d  8 : 8  w h e r e  i t  w a s  i n c l u d e d  b e c a u s e  i t  w a s  a d d r e s s e d  
t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  c o n s i d e r e d  t h e r e  a n d  t h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  u s e f u l  
i n  s u m m a r i s i n g  t h e  e v i d e n c e  r e l e v a n t  t o  e a c h  q u e s t i o n .  H o w e v e r ,  
i t  w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  a f t e r  t h e s e  p r e v i o u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  w i t h  t h e  
h o p e  t h a t  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  m i g h t  p r o v i d e  b e t t e r  E S P  s c o r e s  w i t h  
w h i c h  t o  t e s t  s p e c i f i c  h y p o t h e s e s .  S u g g e s t i o n s  a r i s i n g  f r o m  
t h e  e a r l i e r  e x p e r i m e n t  w i t h  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  i n c o r p o r a t e d .
T h e  t a s k  w a s  G E S P  w i t h  a  c h i l d  s e n d e r  a n d  r e c e i v e r .  T a r g e t s  
w e r e  p i c t u r e s  a n d  a  d i f f e r e n t  r e s p o n s e  p o o l  w a s  u s e d  o n  e a c h  
t r i a l .  T h e r e  w e r e  1 0  t r i a l s  p e r  r u n  a n d  2  r u n s  w i t h  e a c h  p a i r  
o f  c h i l d r e n .
T h e  a i m s  o f  t h i s  s t u d y  w e r e  a s  f o l l o w s : -
1 .  T h e  m e t h o d  w a s  d e s i g n e d  t o  b e  a s  c o n d u c i v e  a s  p o s s i b l e  
t o  E S P .  I t  w a s  p r e d i c t e d  : h a t  o v e r a l l  s c o r e s  w o u l d  b e  a b o v e  
M C E .
2 .  T h e  t a r g e t s  w e r e  d e s i g n e d  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  t h e  f o r m  
o r  t h e  n a m e  o f  t h e  t a r g e t  w a s  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  f o r  c o r r e c t  E S P .  
R e l e v a n t  d e t a i l s  a r e  g i v e n  i n  6 : 6 .
3 .  T h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  a g e  a n d  E S P  s c o r e  w a s  i n v e s t i g a t e d .
A  n e g a t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  e x p e c t e d .
4 .  T h e  e f f e c t  o f  t h e  r e l a t i v e  a g e  o f  t h e  s e n d e r  a n d  r e c e i v e r  
w a s  i n v e s t i g a t e d .  A  n e g a t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e  
a n d  a g e  d i f f e r e n c e  w a s  e x p e c t e d .
5 .  F o r  e a c h  c h i l d  s c o r e s  o n  a  m e m o r y  t e s t  w e r e  c o r r e l a t e d  
w i t h  E S P  s c o r e s  (  s e e  8 : 8 ) .  A  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  
e x p e c t e d  b u t  i t s  d i r e c t i o n  w a s  n o t  p r e d i c t e d .
6 .  I n  a  m e m o r y  t e s t  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  e a c h  p i c t u r e  w a s  r e c a l l e d
w a s  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  i t s  e f f i c a c y  a s  a n  E S P  t a r g e t  ( s e e  7 : 7 )  A
p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  w a s  e x p e c t e d .
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Method
S u b j e c t s .
S s  w e r e  4 8  c h i l d r e n ,  1 6  f r o m  e a c h  o f  3  p l a y g r o u p s ,  o n e  f r o m  t h e  
Y M C A  p l a y g r o u p ,  W h a r f  R o a d ,  G u i l d f o r d ,  S u r r e y  a n d  t h e  o t h e r  
t w o  g r o u p s  a t  E m a n u e l  C h u r c h  H a l l ,  S t o u g h t o n ,  G u i l d f o r d .  T h e i r  
a g e s  r a n g e d  f r o m  3  y e a r s  0  m o n t h s  t o  5  y e a r s  0  m o n t h s  w i t h  a  
m e a n  a g e  o f  3  y e a r s  1 0  m o n t h s .
P r e l i m i n a r i e s .
B e f o r e  a n y  t e s t s  b e g a n  I  a n d  a n  a s s i s t a n t  ( D .  L . )  s p e n t  s e v e r a l  
h o u r s  a t  e a c h  p l a y g r o u p  g e t t i n g  t o  k n o w  t h e  c h i l d r e n  a n d  p l a y i n g  
w i t h  t h e m .  P r e l i m i n a r y  t e s t s  o f  t h e  t a r g e t  p i c t u r e s  w e r e  t h e n  
b e g u n ,  A  v a r i e t y  o f  n a m i n g  g a m e s  w a s  u s e d  t o  m a k e  s u r e  t h a t  
t h e  c h i l d r e n  c o u l d  r e l i a b l y  n a m e  a l l  t h e  p i c t u r e s .  T h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
b e t w e e n  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  p i c t u r e  t y p e s  w e r e  t e s t e d  b y  l a y i n g  o u t  a l l  
t h e  c a r d s ,  g i v i n g  a  r e s p o n s 3  c a r d  t o  t h e  c h i l d  a n d  a s k i n g  h i m  t o  
f i n d  a n o t h e r  t h a t  " l o o k s  s i m i l a r  b u t  i s n ' t  t h e  s a m e  t h i n g "  o r  
w h i c h  " l o o k s  d i f f e r e n t  b u t  i s  t h e  s a m e  t h i n g " .  T h e s e  c h e c k s  
w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  a s  g a m e s  w i t h  a n y  c h i l d r e n  w h o  w a n t e d  t o  t a k e  
p a r t .  A n y  p i c t u r e s  w h i c h  c h i l d r e n  h a d  d i f f i c u l t y  w i t h  w e r e  
c h a n g e d  u n t i l  t h e y  r e l i a b l y  a n d  q u i c k l y  c h o s e  t h e  c o r r e c t  p a i r s .
W h e n  a l l  t h e  p i c t u r e s  w e r e  p r e p a r e d  t e s t i n g  w a s  b e g u n .
R o o m  l a y o u t .
A t  t h e  Y M C A  p l a y g r o u p  o n l y  o n e  r o o m  w a s  a v a i l a b l e .  T h e  
a r r a n g e m e n t  u s e d  i s  s h o w n  i n  A p p e n d i x  1 2 * A t  t h e  S t o u g h t o n  
p l a y g r o u p s  t w o  a d j o i n i n g  r o o m s  w e r e  u s e d ,  t h e  l a y o u t  b e i n g  
s h o w n  i n  A p p e n d i x  1 3 .
S e l e c t i o n  o f  S u b j e c t s .
P a i r s  o f  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  s e l e c t e d  i n  v a r i o u s  w a y s .  A n y  c h i l d  w h o
/ •
w a s  n o t  i n v o l v e d  i n  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  w a s  a s k e d  i f  h e  w o u l d  l i k e  
t o  p l a y  a  g a m e  i n  t h e  o t h e r  r o o m .  I f  h e  w a n t e d  t o  h e  w a s  e i t h e r  
a s k e d  t o  b r i n g  a  f r i e n d  o r  a n o t h e r  c h i l d  w a s  a s k e d .  C h i l d r e n  
v a r i e d  a  g r e a t  d e a l  i n  t h e i r  e n t h u s i a s m  f o r  p l a y i n g .  S o m e  
c h i l d r e n  q u e u e d  u p  o u t s i d e  t h e  t e s t  r o o m s  f o r  t h e i r  t u r n ,  o r  f o r
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e x t r a  t u r n s  w h i l e  o t h e r s  w e r e  v e r y  s h y  a n d  i t  w a s  n e c e s s a r y  
t o  p l a y  w i t h  t h e m  f o r  a  l o n g  t i m e  b e f o r e  t h e y  w a n t e d  t o  c o m e .  
A g a i n ,  t e s t i n g  t o o k  a  l o n g  t i m e .  U s u a l l y  e i t h e r  2  o r  3  p a i r s  
o f  C h i l d r e n  w e r e  t e s t e d  i n  a n y  o n e  d a y .
W h e n  t w o  c h i l d r e n  h a d  b e e n  s e l e c t e d  t h e y  w e r e  g i v e n  e i t h e r  
t h e  m e m o r y  t e s t  o r  t h e  E S P  t e s t .  I t  s h o u l d  b e  n o t e d  t h a t  N  i s  
n o t  t h e  s a m e  f o r  a l l  t e s t s  s i n c e  s o m e  c h i l d r e n  w h o  h a d  d o n e  
o n e  t e s t  w e r e  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  a n o t h e r  a n d  s o m e  w e r e  s o  k e e n  
f o r  a  s e c o n d  t u r n  t h a t  a  f e w  w e r e  a l l o w e d  o n e  !
M e m o r y  a n d  p r e f e r e n c e  t e s t s  P r o c e d u r e  
4 6  o f  t h e  4 8  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  g i v e n  a  m e m o r y  a n d  a  p r e f e r e n c e  
t e s t ,  2 5  b e f o r e  a n d  2 1  a f t e r  t h e i r  E S P  t e s t .  T h e  m e m o r y  t e s t  
w a s  v e r y  r o u g h  a n d  m a y  n o t  b e  r e l i a b l e  b u t  w a s  i n c o r p o r a t e d  
t o  e x p l o r e  c e r t a i n  q u e s t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  E S P  t o  m e m o r y .  A  f e w  
c h i l d r e n  w e r e  t e s t e d  t w i c e  a n d  s c o r e s  w i t h i n  1 0  %  w e r e  o b t a i n e d .  
S s  w e r e  t e s t e d  i n  p a i r s  s i n c e  t h e y  o b v i o u s l y  p r e f e r r e d  i t  e v e n  
t h o u g h  t h i s  w o u l d  r e d u c e  r e l i a b i l i t y  s t i l l  f u r t h e r .  T h e  S s  s a t  
a t  a  t a b l e  a n d  o n e  b y  o n e  t h e  k e y  p i c t u r e s  ( s e e  b e l o w )  w e r e  
l a i d  o u t .  O n e  c h i l d  w a s  a s k e d  t o  c h o o s e  h i s  f a v o u r i t e  c a r d  
a n d  t h i s  w a s  t u r n e d  f a c e  d o w n ,  h i s  s e c o n d  f a v o u r i t e ,  a n d  s o  o n .  
T h i s  w a s  i n t e n d e d  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  p i c t u r e  p r e f e r e n c e s  b u t  i t  
w a s  s o o n  d i s c o v e r e d  t h a t  t h e  c h i l d r e n  f o u n d  i t  h a r d  t o  s a y  w h i c h  
p i c t u r e s  t h e y  p r e f e r r e d .  M o s t  c h o s e  i n  s o m e  s i m p l e  o r d e r  
s u c h  a s  f r o m  l e f t  t o  r i g h t .  W h e n  a l l  c a r d s  w e r e  f a c e  d o w n  
t h e  c h i l d  w a s  a s k e d  i f  h e  c o u l d  r e m e m b e r  a n y  o f  t h e m .  T h e  
n u m b e r  r e c a l l e d  w a s  r e c o r d e d ,  t h e  p i c t u r e s  t u r n e d  u p ,  a n d  
t h e  c h i l d  g i v e n  a  S m a r t i e  ( r e g a r d l e s s  o f  p e r f o r m a n c e ) .  T h e  
s e c o n d  c h i l d  w a s  t e s t e d  i n  t h e  s a m e  w a y .  A f t e r  t h i s  t h e  c h i l d r e n  
w e r e  a s k e d  t o  c h o o s e  t h e i r  f a v o u r i t e  c o l o u r  f r o m  5  c a r d s  
b e a r i n g  t h e  m a i n  5  c o l o u r s  o f  t h e  p i c t u r e s .  T h e y  r e a d i l y  d i d  
t h i s .  T h e  c h i l d r e n  s e e m e d  t o  e n j o y  a l l  t h e s e  t e s t s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  
w h e n  t h e  c a r d s  w e r e  t u r n e d  u p  a n d  t h e y  c o u l d  s h o u t  o u t  t h e i r  
n a m e s .
265
ESP test 
Targets.
T a r g e t s  w e r e  c o l o u r e d  p i c t u r e s  p a i n t e d  o n  w h i t e  c a r d s
a p p r o x i m a t e l y  4 x 3  i n c h e s .  T h e r e  w e r e  1 0  k e y  p i c t u r e s
c o m p r i s i n g  t h e  r e s p o n s e  p o o l  a n d  3 0  t a r g e t  p i c t u r e s  r e l a t e d  t o
t h e s e  i n  t h r e e  w a y s .  T e n  w e r e  i d e n t i c a l ,  t e n  r e p r e s e n t e d  t h e
s a m e  o b j e c t  b u t  l o o k e d  d i f f e r e n t  a n d  t e n  l o o k e d  v e r y  s i m i l a r
b u t  r e p r e s e n t e d  a  d i f f e r e n t  o b j e c t .  O n  e a c h  t r i a l  S  s q w  o n e  o f
t h e  t a r g e t  p i c t u r e s  w h i l e  R  w a s  a s k e d  t o  c h o o s e  f r o m  a  g r o u p
o f  5  o f  t h e  t e n  r e s p o n s e  p i c t u r e s .  T h e s e  w e r e  s e l e c t e d  s o
t h a t  o n e  o f  e a c h  o f  5  c o l o u r s  a p p e a r e d  o n  e a c h  t r i a l  a n d  e a c h
p i c t u r e  a p p e a r e d  e x a c t l y  o n c e  i n  e a c h  p o s i t i o n  o v e r  1 0  t r i a l s
(one run). In this way position and colour preferences were
c o n t r o l l e d  f o r  a n d  y e t  a  d i f f e r e n t  p o o l  w a s  u s e d  o n  e a c h  t r i a l .
S p i n e l l i  u s e d  a  t o t a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  p o o l  o n  e a c h  t r i a l .  H o w e v e r ,
t h i s  w o u l d  e x a g g e r a t e  a n y  s p u r i o u s  e f f e c t s  d u e  t o  t h e  p r e f e r e n c e
f o r  o n e  p i c t u r e  a m o n g  4  o t h e r s .  T h e r e f o r e  a  l i m i t e d  p o o l  w a s
p r e f e r r e d  h e r e .  ( T h e  c o m p l e t e  s e t  o f  t a r g e t  p i c t u r e s  c a n  b e  
s e e n  i n  A p p e n d i x  1 4 .  )
Target order.
T h e  t a r g e t  o r d e r s  f o r  e a c h  r u n  w e r e  p r e p a r e d  b y  c o m p u t e r .
T h e  3 0  t a r g e t  p i c t u r e s  w e r e  c o d e d  w i t h  a  l e t t e r  a n d  n u m b e r  
a n d  t h e  c o d e s  c h o s e n  r a n d o m l y  e x c e p t  t h a t  t h e  n u m b e r s  o f  e a c h  
o f  t h e  t h r e e  t a r g e t  t y p e s  w e r e  t o  b e  a s  c l o s e  a s  p o s s i b l e  e q u a l  
o v e r  t h e  w h o l e  s e r i e s  ( s e e  6 : 6 ) .  T h e  t a r g e t  l i s t s  f o r  e a c h  
r u n  w e r e  s e a l e d  i n  o p a q u e  n u m b e r e d  e n v e l o p e s  b y  a  s e c o n d  
a s s i s t a n t  ( T .  T . ) .
Procedure.
O n e  c h i l d  w e n t  w i t h  A  t o  a c t  a s  s e n d e r  ( S ) ,  t h e  o t h e r  a c t e d  a s  
r e c e i v e r  ( R )  a n d  w a s  h e l p e d  b y  E .  E  a n d  A  e x p l a i n e d  t h e  g a m e  
t o  t h e  c h i l d r e n  a n d  d e m o n s t r a t e d  i t  w i t h  t h e  a i d  o f  t h e  c w l s ,  
O g g y  B o g g y  a n d  B a b y  B o g .  I f  t h e y  w a n t e d  t o  c h i l d r e n  c o u l d  w e a r  
t h i n k i n g  c a p s ,  t h e  s a m e  a s  t h o s e  w o r n  b y  t h e  o w l s .
A  t h e n  o p e n e d  t h e  e n v e l o p e  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h a t  r u n ,  s e l e c t e d  t h e  
f i r s t  t a r g e t  p i c t u r e  a n d  g a v e  i t  t o  S ,  a s k i n g  h i m  t o  t h i n k  a b o u t  i t
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a n d  t o  t r y  t o  h e l p  h i s  f r i e n d  t o  g u e s s  w h a t  i t  w a s .  W h e n  h e  w a s  
r e a d y  h e  w a s  a s k e d  t o ' p r e s s  a  s w i t c h  o p e r a t i n g  a  l i g h t  i n  R ' s  
r o o m *  A l l  t h e  t i m e  h e  w a s  a s k e d  t o  k e e p  q u i e t  o r  t o  h o l d  h i s  
h a n d  o v e r  h i s  m o u t h .
M e a n w h i l e  R  s a t  i n  O g g y ' s  h o u s e ,  m a d e  o u t  o f  a  t a b l e  a n d  a  
s h e e t ,  a n d  w a s  p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  a  r o w  o f  f i v e  p i c t u r e s .  A s  s o o n  
a s  h e  s j s w  t h e  l i g h t  c o m e  o n  h e  w a s  a s k e d  t o  c h o o s e  w h i c h  p i c t u r e  
h e  t h o u g h t  h i s  f r i e n d  w a s  l o o k i n g  a t .  E  r e c o r d e d  h i s  c h o i c e ,  
t h e n  i n f o r m e d  A  w h o  c o n f i r m e d  w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  i t  w a s  c o r r e c t .  I f  
i t  w a s  e v e r y o n e  h a d  a  P m a r t i e .  T h e  c a r d s  f o r  t h e  n e x t  t r i a l  
w e r e  t h e n  s e l e c t e d .  A f t e r  1 0  t r i a l s  t h e  t w o  c h i l d r e n  s w a p p e d  
p l a c e s  f o r  a  f u r t h e r  r u n  i n  t h e  o p p o s i t e  r o l e .
4 8  c h i l d r e n  t o o k  t h e  E S P  t e s t ,  o f  w h i c h  o n l y  4 6  c o m p l e t e d  t h e  
m e m o r y  a n d  p r e f e r e n c e  t e s t s .  I n  a l l  t h e r e  w e r e  5 3  r u n s  o f  t h e  
E S P  t e s t  b e c a u s e  5  o f  t h e  k e e n e s t  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  a l l o w e d  t o  h a v e  
a  s e c o n d  t u r n .
R e s u l t s
P i c t u r e  p r e f e r e n c e s  I f  E S P  r e s u l t s  w e r e  h i g h l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  
i t  m i g h t  b e  a r g u e d  t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  d u e  t o  b i a s e s  f o r  
p a r t i c u l a r  p i c t u r e s .  I n  f a c t  c o n t r o l s  f o r  s u c h  b i a s  w e r e  i n c l u d e d  
, b u t  a s  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  m e a s u r e  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  a s k e d  t h e i r  p r e f e r e n c e s .  
I n  t h e  e v e n t  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  w a s  n o t  n e e d e d .  I t  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
n o t e  t h a t  S s  d i d  n o t  e x p r e s s  s t r o n g  p r e f e r e n c e s  a n d  m o s t  o f  
t h e m  ( 2 6  o u t  o f  4 6 )  c h o s e  t h e  p i c t u r e s  i n  a  s e q u e n c e  d o m i n a t e d  
b y  p o s i t i o n .
C o l o u r  p r e f e r e n c e s  C h i l d r e n  r e a d i l y  g a v e  p r e f e r r e d  c o l o u r s  
i n  t h e  o r d e r  r e d ,  y e l l o w / o r a n g e ,  g r e e n ,  b r o w n  a n d  b l u e ,  b u t  
a g a i n  f u r t h e r  a n a l y s i s  w a s  n o t  f o u n d  n e c e s s a r y .
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M e m o r y  t e s t s  T h e  m e a n  n u m b e r  o f  p i c t u r e s  r e c a l l e d  w a s
3 .  6  (  r a n g e  0  t o  9 ,  S . D .  =  2 .  0 ) .  T h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  t e s t  
i s  u n k n o w n  a n d  m a y  b e  l o w  a l t h o u g h  i n f o r m a l  s e c o n d  t e s t s  
g a v e  r e s u l t s  w i t h i n  1 0 %  o f  t h e  f i r s t  s c o r e .  F o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  
r e s u l t s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  m e m o r y  t e s t  s h o u l d  b e  t r e a t e d  w i t h  
c a u t i o n .
E S P  t e s t s  O v e r a l l  E S P  s c o r e s  ( f o r  N  =  5 3 )  g a v e  a  m e a n  o f
2 .  0 2  h i t s  p e r  r u n ,  w h i c h  i s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  
M C E  o f  2 .  0  (  t  =  0 .  2 1  5 2  d f  p  =  0 o 8 3 ) .
E f f e c t  o f  t a r g e t  t y p e  T h e  n u m b e r  o f  h i t s  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  
t a r g e t  t y p e s  c a n  b e  c o m p a r e d .  T h e r e  w e r e  3 6  h i t s  w h e n  t a r g e t  
a n d  r e s p o n s e  w e r e  i d e n t i c a l ,  3 4  w h e n  t h e  t a r g e t  p i c t u r e  
r e p r e s e n t e d  t h e  s a m e  o b j e c t  b u t  l o o k e d  d i f f e r e n t  a n d  3 7  w h e n  t h e  
t a r g e t  l o o k e d  s i m i l a r  b u t  r e p r e s e n t e d  a  d i f f e r e n t  o b j e c t  f r o m  
t h e  r e s p o n s e  p i c t u r e .  T h e r e  i s  n o  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  o f  t a r g e t  
t y p e  (  =  0 . 1 7  2  d f  p  =  0 .  9 2 )  T h e s e  r e s u l t s  a r e  d i s c u s s e d
i n  s e c t i o n  6 : 6 .
( N . B .  I n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  c h i - s q u a r e  c a n  b e  c a l c u l a t e d  i n  d i f f e r e n t  
w a y s .  T h e s e  g i v e  v a l u e s  o f  0 .  1 3 ,  0 . 1 6  a n d  0 . 1 7 .  S i n c e  n o n e  
i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h i s  u n c e r t a i n t y  w a s  n o t  t h o u g h t  t o  m a t t e r ) .
R e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  a g e  t o  E S P  O n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  S p i n e l l i ' s  a n d  v a n
B u s s c h b a c h ' s  w o r k  a  n e g a t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  a g e  a n d  E S P  
w a s  e x p e c t e d .  T h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w e r e  c a l c u l a t e d  f o r  b o t h  E S P  
a s  S  a n d  R  a n d  w e r e  a s  f o l l o w s .  N  i s  4 5  a s  t h e  e x a c t  a g e  o f
3  o f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  c o u l d  n o t  b e  d e t e r m i n e d .
A g e  -  E S P  s c o r e  a s  R  r  =  -  0 .  1 3  z  =  0 .  8 6  p  =  0 .  3 9  
A g e  -  E S P  s c o r e  a s  S  c  =  0 .  2 4  z  =  1 .  5 9  p  =  0 . 1 1
N e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  a n d  t h e  p r e d i c t i o n  
w a s  t h e r e f o r e  n o t  c o n f i r m e d ,  b u t  i t  m a y  b e  o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  n o t e  
t h a t  t h e i r  d i r e c t i o n  m i g h t  i m p l y  f i r s t l y  t h a t  a n  o l d e r  s e n d e r  i s  
p r e f e r a b l e  a s  w a s  f o u n d  i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  e x p e r i m e n t ,  a n d  
s e c o n d l y  t h a t  a  y o u n g e r  r e c e i v e r  i s  b e t t e r ,  a s  w a s  e x p e c t e d .
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R e l a t i v e  a g e  o f  s e n d e r  a n d  r e c e i v e r  S p i n e l l i  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  
b e t t e r  s c o r e s  w e r e  o b t a i n e d  w h e n  R  a n d  S  w e r e  o f  s i m i l a r  a g e .
I n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  e x p e r i m e n t  ( L ,  1 0 : 3 )  a  s m a l l  n e g a t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
w a s  f o u n d  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e  a n d  R  -  S  a g e  d i f f e r e n c e .  H e r e  
f o r  2 3  p a i r s  o f  c h i l d r e n  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  a g e s  r a n g e d  f r o m  0  t o  
1 8  m o n t h s  (  x  =  6  m o n t h s ) .  W h e n  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  c o r r e l a t e d  
w i t h  t o t a l  E S P  s c o r e  f o r  t h e  p a i r  r  =  0 .  3 3  (  t  =  1 .  6 0  2 2  d f  
p  =  0 . 1 2 ) .  T h i s  i s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  a n d  i s  i n  t h e  o p p o s i t e  d i r e c t i o n  
t o  t h a t  e x p e c t e d .
R e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  m e m o r y  s c o r e s  T w o  c o r r e l a t i o n s  
w e r e  c a l c u l a t e d  a s  f o l l o w s  : -  (  N  =  4 6 )
M e m o r y  s c o r e  -  E S P  s c o r e  a s  R  r  =  -  0 .  2 3  z  =  1 . 5 4  p  =  0 .  1 2
M e m o r y  s c o r e  -  E S P  s c o r e  a s  S  r  =  0 .  0 3  z  =  0 .  2 0  p  =  0 .  8 4
N e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  T h e s e  r e s u l t s  a r e  
d i s c u s s e d  i n  s e c t i o n  8 : 8 .
M e m o r a b i l i t y  o f  t a r g e t s  P r e v i o u s  s t u d i e s  i n v e s t i g a t e d  w h e t h e r  
m o r e  m e m o r a b l e  i t e m s  m a k e  b e t t e r  E S P  t a r g e t s .  H e r e  t h e  
n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  e a c h  o f  t h e  1 0  p i c t u r e s  w a s  r e c a l l e d  (  x  = 1  4 . 2
S . D .  = 3 .  7 9 )  w a s  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  h i t s  o n  t h a t
p i c t u r e  (  x  = 2 0 .  4  S . D .  = 5 . 9 7 ) .  r  =  -  0 .  0 9  (  t  =  0 .  2 6  9  d f
p  =  0 .  8 0 ) .  T h i s  i s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t .  T h e s e  r e s u l t s  a r e  d i s c u s s e d  
i n  s e c t i o n  7 : 7 .
D i s c u s s i o n
T h e  r e s u l t s  o b t a i n e d  h e r e  d o  n o t  c o n f i r m  t h e  p r e d i c t i o n s  m a d e  
a n d  a r e  n o t  c o m p a r a b l e  w i t h  t h o s e  o b t a i n e d  b y  S p i n e l l i .  T h i s  
r a i s e s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  w h y  t h e r e  s h o u l d  b e  s u c h  a  g r e a t  
d i s c r e p a n c y  i n  t h e  r e s u l t s  w h e n  t h e  m e t h o d s  u s e d  w e r e  s o  
s i m i l a r .  S p i n e l l i  ( 1 9 7 9 )  h a s  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  v a r i o u s  p r o c e d u r a l  
d i f f e r e n c e s  m a y  b e  i m p o r t a n t ,  f o r  e x a m p l e  t h a t  g i v i n g  S m a r t i e s  
m a y  l e a d  t o  d i s r u p t i v e  s t r i v i n g  f o r  s u c c e s s ,  t h a t  c o l o u r e d  
p i c t u r e s  m a y  b e  d i s t r a c t i n g  ( h e  u s e d  b l a c k  a n d  w h i t e  p i c t u r e s )  
o r  t h a t  E  a n d  A  d i d  n o t  s p e n d  e n o u g h  t i m e  g e t t i n g  t o  k n o w  t h e
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c h i l d r e n .  T h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  t h a t  s o m e  k i n d  o f  e x p e r i m e n t e r  
e f f e c t  i s  r e s p o n s i b l e .  T h i s  w i l l  b e  d i s c u s s e d  i n  m o r e  d e t a i l  
l a t e r .
C o n c l u s i o n
I t  w a s  h o p e d  t h a t  u s i n g  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  a s  s u b j e c t s  a n d  i m p r o v e d  
m e t h o d s ,  p o s i t i v e  E S P  s c o r e s  w o u l d  b e  o b t a i n e d  a n d  i t  w o u l d  b e  
p o s s i b l e  t o  t e s t  v a r i o u s  h y p o t h e s e s .  S i x  h y p o t h e s e s  w e r e  
t e s t e d .  N o n e  w a s  c o n f i r m e d .  S p e c i f i c  r e s u l t s  h a v e  a l r e a d y  
b e e n  d i s c u s s e d  I n  p r e v i o u s  s e c t i o n s  w h e r e  i t  w a s  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  
n o  s y s t e m a t i c  p a t t e r n  i n  t h e  d a t a  c o u l d  b e  o b s e r v e d .  T h e  o n l y  
c o n c l u s i o n  c a n  b e  t h a t  a g a i n  n o  E S P  o c c u r r e d  a n d  i t  w a s  t h e r e f o r e  
i m p o s s i b l e  t o  t e s t  h y p o t h e s e s  a b o u t  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  E S P .
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10: 5  Summary and Discussion of Results
T h e  e v i d e n c e  f o r  E S P  i n  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  w a s  r e v i e w e d .  A l t h o u g h  
m a n y  r e p o r t e d  e f f e c t s  w e r e  f o u n d  t o  b e  w e a k  o r  i n c o n s i s t e n t  
a n d  f e w  h a v e  b e e n  s u c c e s s f u l l y  r e p l i c a t e d ,  s o m e  s t u d i e s  
r e p o r t e d  s t r o n g l y  p o s i t i v e  E S P  s c o r i n g .  M e t h o d s  s i m i l a r  
t o  t h o s e  u s e d  i n  t h e s e  s u c c e s s f u l  s t u d i e s  w e r e  u s e d  h e r e .  I t  
w a s  h o p e d  t h a t  w i t h  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  a s  s u b j e c t s  b e t t e r  E S P  s c o r e s  
w o u l d  b e  o b t a i n e d .
I n  t w o  e x p e r i m e n t s  c h i l d r e n  a g e d  b e t w e e n  3  a n d  5  y e a r s  a c t e d  
a s  s u b j e c t s .  I n  t h e  f i r s t ,  u s i n g  s m a r t i e s  a s  t a r g e t s ,  c h a n c e  
s c o r e s  w e r e  o b t a i n e d  i n  b o t h  G E S P  a n d  c l a i r v o y a n c e  c o n d i t i o n s  
b u t  v a r i o u s  i n a d e q u a c i e s  i n  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  d e s i g n  w e r e  n o t e d .  
T h e  s e c o n d  u s e d  p i c t u r e  t a r g e t s ,  a  G E S P  t a s k  t h r o u g h o u t  a n d  
i m p r o v e d  p r o c e d u r e  a n d  t e s t e d  v a r i o u s  h y p o t h e s e s  a b o u t  t h e  
n a t u r e  o f  E S P .  N o n e  w a s  c o n f i r m e d  a n d  c h a n c e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  
o b t a i n e d .  I t  w a s  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  w i t h  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  a s  s u b j e c t s  
E S P  s c o r e s  w e r e  n o  b e t t e r  t h a n  t h o s e  o b t a i n e d  i n  p r e v i o u s  
e x p e r i m e n t s  w i t h  s t u d e n t  s u b j e c t s .
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C H A P T E R  1 1
F U R T H E R  A T T E M P T S  T O  D E T E C T  E S P
2 .  T R A I N E D  S U B J E C T S
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11 : 1 Training Subjects for ESP
I n t r o d u c t i o n
I t  w a s  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  i f  s p e c i a l l y  a b l e  S s  w e r e  n o t  a v a i l a b l e  
i t  m i g h t  b e  p o s s i b l e  t o  t r a i n  t h e m .  A t  f i r s t  s i g h t  t h i s  l o o k s  
l e s s  t h a n  p r o m i s i n g .  T h e  d e c l i n e  e f f e c t ,  b o t h  o v e r  r u n s  a n d  
l o n g e r  p e r i o d s ,  i s  w e l l  k n o w n  i n  p a r a p s y c h o l o g y  a n d  i t  a p p e a r s  
t h a t  r a t h e r  t h a n  i m p r o v i n g  w i t h  p r a c t i c e  E S P  S s  d e t e r i o r a t e .
I n  1 9 6 6  T a r t  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  E S P  t e s t  c o n s t i t u t e d  
a n  e x t i n c t i o n  p a r a d i g m .  W i t h  o n e  i n  f i v e  g u e s s e s  c o r r e c t  b y  
c h a n c e  a l o n e  t h e r e  i s  c o n s i d e r a b l e  f a l s e  f e e d b a c k  i n t e r m i x e d  
w i t h  c o r r e c t  f e e d b a c k ,  a n d  i n  a n y  c a s e  f e e d b a c k  m a y  b e  d e l a y e d  
o r  n o t  g i v e n  a t  a l l .  H e  a r g u e d  t h a t  w i t h  a  s m a l l e r  r a t i o  o f  
c h a n c e  h i t s  a n d  i m m e d i a t e  f e e d b a c k  S s  m i g h t  i m p r o v e  t h e i r  
p e r f o r m a n c e .
I n  f a c t  t h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  m a n y  s t u d i e s  u s i n g  i m m e d i a t e  f e e d b a c k  
s u c h  a s  t h o s e  b y  B e l o f f  ( 1 9 6 9 )  a n d  B e l o f f  a n d  B a t e  ( 1 9 7 1 )  u s i n g  
t h e  E d i n b u r g h  E l e c t r o n i c  E S P  t e s t e r ,  o r  t h a t  a l r e a d y  m e n t i o n e d  
b y  D r u c k e r  a n d  D r e w e s ,  w h i c h  s h o w e d  n o  e v i d e n c e  o f  l e a r n i n g .  
O t h e r s  h a v e  i n d i c a t e d  s o m e  i m p r o v e m e n t  w i t h  p r a c t i c e ,  f o r  
e x a m p l e  M c C o l l a m  a n d  H o n o r t o n  ( 1 9 7 3 )  f o u n d  i m p r o v e d  s c o r e s  
i n  g r o u p s  g i v e n  c o r r e c t  r a t h e r  t h a n  f a l s e  f e e d b a c k  a n d  t h i s  w a s  
c o n f i r m e d  b y  K r e i m a n  a n d  I v n i s k y  ( 1 9 7 3 ) .  T a r t  ( 1 9 7 5 , 1 9 7 6 )  a l s o  
a t t e m p t e d  t o  t e s t  t h i s  t h e o r y  b y  t r a i n i n g  a  g r o u p  o f  S s  u s i n g  
s p e c i a l l y  d e s i g n e d  E S P  t e s t i n g  m a c h i n e s  g i v i n g  e i t h e r  o n e  i n  f o u r  
o r  o n e  i n  t e n  s c h e d u l e s  a n d  i m m e d i a t e  f e e d b a c k .  H e  f o u n d  t h a t  
s o m e  S s  d i d  i m p r o v e  i n  p e r f o r m a n c e .  H o w e v e r ,  t h e r e  w e r e  
s e r i o u s  f a u l t s  i n  t h e  m e t h o d  h e  u s e d .  T h e r e  w a s  n o  c o n t r o l  
g r o u p ,  e i t h e r  r e c e i v i n g  f a l s e  f e e d b a c k  o r  n o  f e e d b a c k  a n d  i t  
i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  b e  s u r e  t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  s h o w  l e a r n i n g  r a t h e r  t h a n  
s i m p l y  a  f e w  S s  g a i n i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t  s c o r e s  a n d  t h e  s t u d y  h a s  
b e e n  c r i t i c i s e d  f o r  t h e  w e a k n e s s  o f  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  t h e o r y  ( s e e  
B l a c l c m o r e  1 9 7 7 ,  O ' B r i e n  1 9 7 6 a >  S t a n f o r d  1 9 7 7 , 1 9 7 8 b ) .  M o r e
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r e c e n t l y  d o u b t  h a s  b e e n  c a s t  o n  t h e  a d e q u a c y  o f  T a r t ’ s  r a n d o m n e s s  
t e s t s  a n d  t h e  r a n d o m n e s s  o f  t h e  t a r g e t  s e q u e n c e s  u s e d  ( G a t l i n  1 9 7 8 ,  
1 9 7 9 ) .
T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t r a i n i n g  s t u d i e s  a r e  t h e r e f o r e  e q u i v o c a l ,  b u t  e v e n  
i f  T a r t ’ s  t h e o r y  i s  c o r r e c t  i t  p r e s u p p o s e s  t h a t  S s  h a v e  s o m e  
i n i t i a l  E S P  a b i l i t y  t o  b e  t r a i n e d .  A s  T a r t  p u t s  i t ,  S s v a b i l i t y  
m u s t  l i e  a b o v e  a  c e r t a i n ’ t a l e n t  t h r e s h o l d ’ . H e  h a s  a r g u e d  t h a t  
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p r e v i o u s  r e s u l t s  c a n  b e  u n d e r s t o o d  i f  d i f f e r e n c e s  
i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  t a l e n t  a r e  t a k e n  i n t o  a c c o u n t .  S i n c e  I  h a d  f o u n d  
n o  e v i d e n c e  o f  a n y  p s i  i n  m y  S s ,  t h a t  i s  t h e y  h a d  v e r y  l o w  t a l e n t ,
I  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  f e e d b a c k  a l o n e  w o u l d  b e  u n l i k e l y  t o  i m p r o v e  t h e i r  
p e r f o r m a n c e ,  1 t h e r e f o r e  p r e f e r r e d  t o  t r y  s o m e  o t h e r  m e t h o d .
T h e r e  a r e  m a n y  i n d i c a t i o n s  f r o m  t h e  s p o n t a n e o u s  c a s e s  a n d  
s p e c i a l  S s  t h a t  i m a g e r y  p l a y s  a  r o l e  i n  p s i  m e d i a t i o n .  E x p e r i m e n t a l  
s t u d i e s  o f  E S P  a n d  i m a g e r y  b e g a n  w i t h  H o n o r t o n ,  T i e r n e y  a n d  T o r r e s  
( 1 9 7 4 )  w h o  g a v e  5 0  S s  a  s t a n d a r d  E S P  t e s t  e i t h e r  w i t h  i n s t r u c t i o n s  
t o  u s e  i m a g e r y  o r  t o  g u e s s ,  a n d  m e a s u r e d  i n d i v i d u a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  
i n  i m a g e r y  u s i n g  t h e  S h e e h a n  s h o r t e n e d  v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  B e t t ’ s  
Q M I  v i v i d n e s s  o f  i m a g e r y  s c a l e .  S t r o n g  i m a g e r s  t e n d e d  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  h i t  a n d  w e a k  i m a g e r s  t o  m i s s ,  b u t  t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n s  
h a d  n o  a p p a r e n t  e f f e c t .  S c h e c h t e r ,  S o l f v i n  a n d  M c C o l l u m  ( 1 9 7 5 )  
f a i l e d  t o  r e p l i c a t e  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s .  H o n o r t o n  ( 1 9 7 5 a )  r e v i e w e d  
s i x  s t u d i e s  r e l a t i n g  E S P  s c o r e s  t o  s c o r e s  o n  t h e  s a m e  i m a g e r y  
s c a l e .  T h r e e  f o r c e d  c h o i c e  s t u d i e s  s h o w e d  s c o r i n g  d i f f e r e n c e s  
b e t w e e n  s t r o n g  a n d  w e a k  i m a g e r s  w i t h  s u p e r i o r  p e r f o r m a n c e  
b y  w e a k  i m a g e r s  i n  t w o  o f  t h e m .  N o  d i f f e r e n c e s  w e r e  f o u n d  i n  
t h r e e  f r e e  r e s p o n s e  s t u d i e s .  H o w e v e r ,  H o n o r t o n  a r g u e d  t h a t  
a  b e t t e r  m e a s u r e  o f  i m a g e r y  a n d  a  c o n v e r g i n g  o p e r a t i o n s  a p p r o a c h  
w e r e  n e e d e d .
S a r g e n t  ( 1 9 7 8 )  a r g u e d  t h a t  o f  t h r e e  t e c h n i q u e s  f o r  m a n i p u l a t i n g  
v i s u a l  i m a g e r y ,  t h e  m o s t  e f f e c t i v e ,  t h e  m a n i p u l a t i o n  o f  s t i m u l u s  
v a r i a b l e s ,  h a d  n o t  b e e n  u s e d  i n  p a r a p s y c h o l o g y .  I n  a n  E S P  t a s k
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s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  u s e d  b y  K a n t h a m a n i  a n d  R a o  ( 1 9 7 4 )  h e  u s e d  w o r d s  
o f  v a r y i n g  f r e q u e n c y  a n d  i m a g e a b i i i t y  a s  w e l l  a s  a d m i n i s t e r i n g  
a  v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  B e t t ' s  Q M I .  T h e  w o r d  m a n i p u l a t i o n  h a d  n o  e f f e c t ,  
c o n f i r m i n g  m y  o w n  f i n d i n g s  r e p o r t e d  i n  s e c t i o n  9 : 5 ,  b u t  h i g h  
i m a g e r y  S s  s c o r e d  l o w e r  t h a n  l o w  i m a g e r y  S s  a n d  t h e r e  w a s  a  
s t r o n g  i n t e r a c t i o n  b e t w e e n  w o r d  t y p e  a n d  S s '  i m a g e r y  l e v e l  w i t h  
h i g h  i m a g e r y  S s  p e r f o r m i n g  b e t t e r  o n  e a s y  t o  i m a g e  w o r d s .
S a r g e n t  e l i m i n a t e d  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  p e r s o n a l i t y  f a c t o r s ,  o r  
r e c a l l  d i f f e r e n c e s  m a y  b e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e s e  e f f e c t s  a n d  s h o w e d  
t h a t  t h e  v i s u a l  s u b s c a l e  o f  t h e  i m a g e r y  t e s t  w a s  t h e  b e s t  p r e d i c t o r  
o f  s c o r e s .
A l t h o u g h  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  a r e  n o t  c o n s i s t e n t  t h e y  d o  
i n d i c a t e  s o m e  k i n d  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  i m a g e r y .
A l s o  m a n y  m e t h o d s  f o r  p r o d u c i n g  p s i - c o n d u c i v e  s t a t e s  a i m  t o  
i n c r e a s e  i m a g e r y  ( f o r  e x a m p l e  t h e  u s e  o f  g a n z f e l d  s t i m u l a t i o n )  
a n d  v a r i o u s  t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m m e s  i n  ' m i n d  c o n t r o l '  o r  m a g i c a l  
a n d  p s y c h i c  d e v e l o p m e n t  s t r e s s  t h e  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  i m a g e r y  
( s e e  f o r  e x a m p l e  C o n w a y  1 9 7 2 ) .  F o r  t h e s e  r e a s o n s  I  c h o s e  t o  
i n c l u d e  i m a g e r y  t r a i n i n g  i n  t h e  t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m m e .
A n o t h e r  s u g g e s t e d  f a c t o r  r e l e v a n t  t o  E S P  s c o r i n g  i s  r e l a x a t i o n .
B r a u d  a n d  B r a u d  ( 1 9 7 3 )  o b t a i n e d  p o s i t i v e  s c o r i n g  u s i n g  a  p r o g r e s s i v e  
r e l a x a t i o n  t e c h n i q u e  a n d  f o u n d  t h a t  h i g h e r  s c o r e s  w e r e  a s s o c i a t e d  
w i t h  g r e a t e r  r e l a x a t i o n .  T h e y  a l s o  ( B r a u d  a n d  B r a u d  1 9 7 4 )  f o u n d  
t h i s  p r o c e d u r e  p r o d u c e d  h i g h e r  s c o r e s  t h a n  a  t e n s i o n  i n d u c i n g  
t a p e  a n d  s c o r e s  w e r e  a g a i n  r e l a t e d  t o  d e g r e e  o f  r e l a x a t i o n  a s  
s e l f  r a t e d  a n d  m e a s u r e d .  S t a n f o r d  a n d  M a y e r  ( 1 9 7 4 )  u s e d  t h e  
s a m e  p r o c e d u r e  a n d  o b t a i n e d  p o s i t i v e  s c o r e s  b u t  s c o r i n g  w a s  
r e l a t e d  o n l y  t o  r e l a x a t i o n  a t  t h e  s t a r t  o f  t h e  p r o c e d u r e ,  n o t  
a f t e r w a r d s .
R e l a x a t i o n  p r o c e d u r e  h a v e  a l s o  b e e n  u s e d  i n  a n  a t t e m p t  t o  i n d u c e  
o u t - o f - t h e - b o d y  e x p e r i e n c e s  ( O B E s )  ( P a l m e r  a n d  V a s s a r  1 9 7 4 ,  
P a l m e r  a n d  L i e b e r m a n  1 9 7 5 )  a n d  M o n r o e  ( 1 9 7 2 )  s t r e s s e s  t h e  
i m p o r t a n c e  o f  r e l a x a t i o n  i n  h i s  O B E s .  I m a g e r y  a b i l i t y  i s  a l s o
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o f t e n  s t r e s s e d  i n  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  c o n t r o l  o f  O B E s .  S i n c e  
m a n y  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  w a n t e d  t o  l e a r n  t o  h a v e  
O B E s ,  a n d  i t  w a s  h o p e d  t h a t  e x p e r i m e n t a t i o n  o n  O B E s  w o u l d  
f o l l o w ,  t h e s e  t w o  m e t h o d s  w e r e  t h o u g h t  e s p e c i a l l y  a p p r o p r i a t e  
f o r  t r a i n i n g  b o t h  E S P  a b i l i t y  a n d  O B E s .  T h e r e f o r e  a  t r a i n i n g  
p r o g r a m m e  w a s  d e v e l o p e d  w h i c h  u s e d  v a r i o u s  p r o c e d u r e s  f o r  
i m p r o v i n g  b o t h  i m a g e r y  a n d  r e l a x a t i o n .
T h e  i n t e n t i o n  w a s  t o  t r a i n  a  s m a l l  g r o u p  o f  S s  a n d  t o  c o m p a r e  
t h e i r  p e r f o r m a n c e  w i t h  u n t r a i n e d  S s  o n  s t a n d a r d  E S P  t e s t s  a n d  
o t h e r  t e s t s  s u c h  a s  E S P  i n  t h e  g a n z f e l d  ( s e e  C h a p t e r  1 2 ) .  I n  
m a k i n g  s u c h  a  c o m p a r i s o n  p r o b l e m s  a r i s e  w i t h  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  
o f  a  c o n t r o l  g r o u p .  T h e r e  a r e  c o n f o u n d i n g  f a c t o r s  s u c h  a s  
d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  S s  w h o  d i d  o r  d i d  n o t  v o l u n t e e r  f o r  t h e  
t r a i n i n g  g r o u p .  H o w e v e r ,  i t  w a s  h o p e d  t h a t  t r a i n e d  S s  w o u l d  
s h o w  a n  i m p r o v e m e n t  i n  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  c o u l d  t h e n  b e  u s e d  i n  
f u r t h e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  p r o b l e m s  o f  a t t r i b u t i n g  
t h e i r  s u c c e s s  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  t r a i n i n g .  I t  w a s  a l s o  h o p e d  t h a t  
S s  w o u l d  l e a r n  t o  i n d u c e  O B E s  s o  t h a t  e x p e r i m e n t s  o n  t h i s  c o u l d  
b e  c a r r i e d  o u t .
M e t h o d
S u b j e c t s .
I n  t h e  p a r a p s y c h o l o g y  c l a s s  o f  1 9 7 8 - 1 9 7 9  v o l u n t e e r s  w e r e  a s k e d  
t o  j o i n  a  g r o u p  t o  p r a c t i c e  i m a g e r y  a n d  r e l a x a t i o n  a n d  l e a r n  t o  
i n d u c e  O B E  s .  T h e r e  w e r e  1 2  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  g r o u p ,  n o t  a l l  
w e r e  s t u d e n t s .
T r a i n i n g .
T h e  g r o u p  m e t  o n c e  a  w e e k  f r o m  O c t o b e r  1 9 7 8  t o  M a r c h  1 9 7 9 ,  
f o r  a b o u t  a n  h o u r  a n d  a  h a l f .  T h e  t e c h n i q u e s  u s e d  i n  t h e  m e e t i n g s  
i n c l u d e d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g
1 .  R e l a x a t i o n  P r o g r e s s i v e  m u s c u l a r  r e l a x a t i o n
A l t e r n a t i n g  r e l a x a t i o n  a n d  t e n s i o n  e x e r c i s e s  
S u g g e s t i o n s  o f  f l o a t i n g ,  f e e l i n g  l i g h t  e t c .
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2 .  I m a g e r y  V i s u a l i s a t i o n  o f  p r o g r e s s i v e l y  m o r e  c o m p l e x
3 - d i m e n s i o n a l  a n d  c o l o u r e d  o b j e c t s .
S t o r y  s e q u e n c e s  i n d u c i n g  i m a g e r y  i n  a l l  
m o d a l i t i e s .
I m a g i n i n g  f l y i n g  a r o u n d  f a m i l i a r  a n d  i m a g i n a r y  
l o c a t i o n s
V i s u a l i s i n g  t h e  s e l f  a s  v e r y  s m a l l  o r  l a r g e .
3 .  O B E  i n d u c t i o n  V i s u a l i s a t i o n  o f  a  s e c o n d  b o d y  f o l l o w e d  b y
p r o j e c t i n g  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  i n t o  i t  ( C o n w a y  1 9 7 2 )
I m a g i n i n g  f l o a t i n g  u p w a r d s  o r  o u t w a r d s  ( M o n r o e  1 9 7 1 )
I m a g i n i n g  a  s e c o n d  b o d y  i n s i d e  t h e  p h y s i c a l  b o d y  
w h i c h  t h e n  l e a v e s .
E S P  a n d  i m a g e r y  t e s t s
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t r a i n i n g  w i t h  t h e s e  m e t h o d s  t h e  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e  g r o u p  
t o o k  E S P  t e s t s  f r o m  t i m e  t o  t i m e  a n d  c o m p l e t e d  a  s h o r t e n e d  f o r m  
o f  t h e  B e l t ’ s  Q M I  v i v i d n e s s  o f  i m a g e r y  s c a l e . ,  b o t h  b e f o r e  a n d  
a f t e r  t h e  t r a i n i n g .  S c o r e s  o n  t h e s e  w e r e  u s e d  a s  a  c h e c k  o n  t h e  
e f f e c t  o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g .  B e c a u s e  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  n u m b e r  i n  t h e  
g r o u p  f l u c t u a t e d  a n d  n o t  a l l  m e m b e r s  w e r e  p r e s e n t  f o r  a l l  E S P  
t e s t s  t h e r e  a r e  o n l y  5  S s  a v a i l a b l e  w i t h  E S P  a n d  i m a g e r y  d a t a  
f o r  t h e  s t a r t  a n d  e n d  o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m m e .  F i v e  c o n t r o l  
S s  w i t h  t h e  s a m e  d a t a  a v a i l a b l e  w e r e  c h o s e n  f r o m  t h e  p a r a p s y c h o l o g y  
c l a s s  ( i n  f a c t  o n l y  f i v e  s u c h  S s  w e r e  a v a i l a b l e  a n d  t h e r e  w a s  
t h e r e f o r e  n o  p r o b l e m  i n  s e l e c t i n g  t h e m ) .  8  S s  i n  e a c h  g r o u p  w e r e  
a v a i l a b l e  w i t h  o n e  i m a g e r y  s c o r e  a n d  E S P  s c o r e s .  T h e  E S P  s c o r e s  
a r e  t a k e n  f r o m  e x p e r i m e n t s  1 4  a n d  1 8  ( 9 : 6  a n d  9 : 7 ) ,  e a c h  
c o n s i s t i n g  o f  4  r u n s  o f  a  s t a n d a r d  c l a i r v o y a n c e  t e s t .  T h e  i m a g e r y  
s c o r e s  w e r e  o b t a i n e d  o n  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t h e  s a m e  d a t e s  f r o m  a  
s h o r t e n e d  f o r m  o f  t h e  B e t t ’ s  s c a l e  ( S h e e h a n  1 9 6 7 ) .
R e s u l t s
I m a g e r y  s c o r e s  a n d  E S P  s c o r e s  f o r  8  t r a i n e d  a n d  8  c o n t r o l  S s  a r e  
s h o w n  i n  T a b l e  3 7 .  T h e  d a t a  f o r  t h o s e  5  S s  f o r  w h o m  t w o  i m a g e r y  
s c o r e s  w e r e  o b t a i n e d  a r e  s h o w n  s e p a r a t e l y  i n  t h i s  t a b l e .
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T a b l e  3 7 .  M e a n  E S P  a n d  i m a g e r y  s c o r e s  f o r  t r a i n e d  a n d  c o n t r o l  S s .
T r a i n i n g  G r o u p C o n t r o l  G r o u p
00112 N  =  5 N  =  8 N  =  5
E S P  -  1 1 8 .  4 1 8 . 5 2 2 .  6 2 0 .  8
E S P  -  2 2 0 . 4 2 0 . 5 1 7 . 0 1 8 . 3
C h a n g e  i n  E S P  s c o r e  +  2 .  0 + 2 . 0 - 5 .  6 - 2 .  5
I m a g e r y  -  1 9 4 .  2 9 8 . 5 1 0 4 . 4 1 0 3 . 6
I m a g e r y  -  2 8 1 .  8 - 1 0 7 .  0 -
C h a n g e  i n  i m a g e r y - 1 2 . 4 - + 2 .  6
E S P  g c o r e s .
E S P  s c o r e s  c a n  b e  a s s e s s e d  i n  v a r i o u s  w a y s .  F i r s t l y  o v e r a l l  
s c o r e s  a r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  M C E  ( x  =  3 8 .  2 ,  t  =  1 .  6 6  
1 5  d f  p  =  0 . 1 8 )  b u t  t h i s  i s  t o  b e  e x p e c t e d  s i n c e  s c o r e s  f r o m  t h e s e  
p r e v i o u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  h a v e  a l r e a d y  b e e n  d i s c u s s e d .  M o r e  i m p o r t a n t  
i s  t o  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  t h e  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  o b t a i n e d  b e t t e r  s c o r e s  
t h a n  t h e  c o n t r o l s .  T h e y  d i d  n o t .  F o r  8  t r a i n e d  S s  t h e  m e a n  
E S P  s c o r e  w a s  3 7 .  8  a n d  f o r  8  c o n t r o l s  3 9 .  0  ( t  =  0 .  5 4  1 4  d f  p  =  0 .  6 0 ) .  
H o w e v e r ,  f r o m  t h e  t a b l e  i t  c a n  b e  s e e n  t h a t  m o s t  o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g  
g r o u p  i a p r o v e d  t h e i r  E S P  s c o r e s  w h i l e  m o s t  o f  t h e  c o n t r o l  g r o u p  
g o t  w o r s e ,  b u t  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  
t  =  0 .  9 0  7  d f  p  =  0 .  4 0 ,  c o n t r o l  g r o u p  t  =  1 .  5 1  7  d f  p  =  0 . 1 8 ) .
A  c o m p a r i s o n  b e t w e e n  t h e  g r o u p s  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  c h a n g e s  i n  
E S P  s c o r e  i s  a l s o  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  (  t  =  1 .  5 7  7  d f  p  =  0 . 1 6  ) .
I m a g e r y .
P r i o r  t o  t h e  t r a i n i n g  t h e  t w o  g r o u p s  d i d  n o t  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n  
s e l f  r a t e d  i m a g e r y  (  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  x  =  9 8 .  5 ,  c o n t r o l  x  =  1 0 3 .  6  
t  =  0 .  5 7  1 4  d f  p  =  0 .  5 7 ) .  I t  i s  c l e a r  f r o m  t h e  d a t a  o f  5  S s  t h a t  
t h e  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  t e n d e d  t o  i m p r o v e  i n  s e l f  r a t e d  i m a g e r y ,  t h a t  
i s  o b t a i n e d  a  l o w e r  s c o r e ,  ( m e a n  c h a n g e  i n  i m a g e r y  s c o r e  -  1 2 . 4 )  
w h i l e  t h e  c o n t r o l  g r o u p  d i d  n o t  ( m e a n  c h a n g e  i n  i m a g e r y  s c o r e  + 2 .  6 )  
b u t  n e i t h e r  g r o u p  c h a n g e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  (  t  =  1 .  9 5  a n d  0 .  2 3  
r e s p e c t i v e l y )  a n d  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e  c h a n g e s  i s  n o t
278
s i g n i f i c a n t  (  t  =  1 .  5 4 ) .  I n  a n y  c a s e  a n y  c h a n g e  m u s t  b e  t r e a t e d  
w i t h  c a u t i o n  s i n c e  t r a i n e d  S s  w o u l d  e x p e c t  t o  h a v e  i m p r o v e d  i n  
i m a g e r y  a n d  t h i s  m a y  i n f l u e n c e  t h e i r  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h e  s e l f  r a t e d  
s c a l e .
T h e  C o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  I m a g e r y .
E S P  a n d  i m a g e r y  s c o r e s  f o r  b o t h  f i r s t  a n d  s e c o n d  o c c a s i o n s  c a n  
b e  c o r r e l a t e d  f o r  1 0  S s .  T h i s  g i v e s  r  =  0 .  0 5  a n d  0 . 1 2  r e s p e c t i v e l y  
(  t  =  0 .  1 4  9  d f  p  =  0 .  8 9  a n d  t  =  0 .  3 4  9  d f  p  =  0 .  7 4 ) .
F o r  a l l  1 6  S s  a  c o r r e l a t i o n  o f  f i r s t  i m a g e r y  s c o r e  w i t h  t o t a l  E S P  
s c o r e  g i v e s  r  =  0 .  2 3  (  t  =  1 .  0  1 9  d f  p  =  0 .  3 3  ) .  T h e r e  i s  n o  
s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n  b e t w e e n  E S P  a n d  i m a g e r y  s c o r e s .
D i s c u s s i o n
T h e  r e s u l t s  r e p o r t e d  h e r e  a r e  i n a d e q u a t e  s i n c e  c o m p l e t e  d a t a  
w e r e  o n l y  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  5  S s  i n  e a c h  g r o u p  a n d  p a r t i a l  d a t a  f o r
a . f u r t h e r  3  i n  e a c h  g r o u p .  N o n e t h e l e s s  t h e y  a l l o w  s o m e  t e n t a t i v e  
c o n c l u s i o n s  t o  b e  d r a w n .  A l t h o u g h  n o n e  o f  t h e  c h a n g e s  i n  i m a g e r y  
o r  E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h e y  a r e  a l l  i n  t h e  e x p e c t e d  
d i r e c t i o n .  T h a t  i s ,  t h e  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  i m p r o v e d  i n  t h e i r  i m a g e r y  
s c o r e s  w h i l e  t h e  c o n t r o l  g r o u p  d i d  n o t  a n d  t h e i r  E S P  s c o r e s  
i m p r o v e d  w h i l e  t h o s e  o f  t h e  c o n t r o l  g r o u p  f e l l .  F o r  t h e  r e a s o n s  
a l r e a d y  d i s c u s s e d  n o  f i r m  c o n c l u s i o n s  c a n  b e  d r a w n  b u t  a t  l e a s t  
t h e  r e s u l t s  e n c o u r a g e  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  w i t h  t h e  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p .  
T h e s e  S s  w e r e  s u b s e q u e n t l y  u s e d  i n  a  s t u d y  o f  E S P  i n  t h e  g a n z f e l d .
C o n c l u s i o n
A  s m a l l  g r o u p  o f  S s  w a s  t r a i n e d  i n  s k i l l s  t h o u g h t  t o  b e  r e l e v a n t  
t o  E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e ,  t h a t  i s  i m a g e r y  a n d  r e l a x a t i o n .  T h e i r  
s e l f - r a t e d  i m a g e r y  a n d  E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e  w e r e  c o m p a r e d ,  b e f o r e  
a n d  a f t e r  t r a i n i n g ,  w i t h  t h o s e  o f  a  g r o u p  o f  u n t r a i n e d  S s .  N o  
s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  w e r e  f o u n d ,  b u t  s u c h  d i f f e r e n c e s  a s  t h e r e  
w e r e  w e r e  i n  t h e  e x p e c t e d  d i r e c t i o n  e n c o u r a g i n g  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  
w i t h  t h e s e  S s .
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11 : 2  A Comparison of Trained and Untrained Subjects’ ESP
P e r f o r m a n c e  i n  t h e  G a n z f e l d  
I n t r o d u c t i o n
I t  w a s  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  s t a t e  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  ( S o C )  o f  S s  d u r i n g  
t h e  p r e v i o u s  e x p e r i m e n t s  w a s  n o t  c o n d u c i v e  t o  p s i .  A p a r t  f r o m  
m u s c u l a r  r e l a x a t i o n ,  a l r e a d y  d i s c u s s e d ,  m a n y  p r o c e d u r e s  
w h i c h  a l t e r  S o C  h a v e  b e e n  u s e d  i n  p a r a p s y c h o l o g i c a l  r e s e a r c h  
t o  t r y  t o  f i n d  a  p s i  c o n d u c i v e  s t a t e .  H o n o r t o n  ( 1 9 7 4 )  s u g g e s t e d  
t h a t  a l t e r e d  s t a t e s  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  ( A S C s )  a r e  e f f e c t i v e  i n  
i m p r o v i n g  E S P  t o  t h e  d e g r e e  t o  w h i c h  t h e y  b l o c k  o u t  c o m p e t i n g  
s t i m u l a t i o n  o r  " n o i s e ”  f r o m  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t  a n d  t h a t  a  s h i f t  
t o w a r d s  i n t e r n a l  t h o u g h t s  a n d  i m a g e s  a n d  a w a y  f r o m  e x t e r n a l  
s t i m u l a t i o n  i s  c o n d u c i v e  t o  p s i  ( H o n o r t o n  1 9 7 7 ) .  H e  r e v i e w e d  
s e v e r a l  s u c c e s s f u l  t e c h n i q u e s  f o r  a c h i e v i n g  t h i s ;  m e d i t a t i o n ,  
h y p n o s i s ,  i n d u c e d  r e l a x a t i o n  a n d  g a n z f e l d  s t i m u l a t i o n .
I n  g a n z f e l d  s t i m u l a t i o n  a  s u b j e c t  i s  p r o v i d e d  w i t h  a  h o m o g e n e o u s  
v i s u a l  a n d  a u d i t o r y  i n p u t  w h i c h  i s  k n o w n  t o  p r o d u c e  h y p n a g o g i c -  
t y p e  i m a g e r y  ( B e r t i n i ,  L e w i s  a n d  W i t k i n  1 9 6 9 )  a s  w e l l  a s  
d i s s o c i a t i o n  a n d  o t h e r  c h a n g e s .  G a n z f e l d  s t i m u l a t i o n  w a s  f i r s t  
u s e d  f o r  E S P  r e s e a r c h  b y  H o n o r t o n  a n d  H a r p e r  ( 1 9 7 4 ) .  S s  g a v e  
a  m e n t a t i o n  r e p o r t  d u r i n g  3 5  m i n u t e s  o f  g a n z f e l d  s t i m u l a t i o n  
a n d  w h i l e  a n  a g e n t  v i e w e d  o n e  o f  4  t h e m a t i c a l l y  r e l a t e d  " V i e w - M a s t e r "  
s l i d e  r e e l s .  O n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h i s  m e n t a t i o n  t h e  S  w a s  t h e n  a b l e  
t o  r a n k  t h e  c o r r e c t  s l i d e  r e e l  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h i g h e r  t h a n  c h a n c e  
e x p e c t a t i o n  w o u l d  p r e d i c t .  T h i s  w a s  r e p l i c a t e d  b y  T e r r y  a n d  
H o n o r t o n  ( 1 9 7 6 )  a n d  s u b s e q u e n t l y ,  w i t h  m a n y  v a r i a t i o n s ,  b y  
o t h e r s .  B r a u d ,  W o o d  a n d  B r a u d  ( 1 9 7 5 )  o b t a i n e d  a  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
h i g h e r  s c o r i n g  r a t e  w i t h  a  g a n z f e l d  g r o u p  t h a n  w i t h  a  g r o u p  w h o  
u n d e r w e n t  a l l  t h e  s a m e  p r o c e d u r e s  b u t  w i t h o u t  t h e  g a n z f e l d  
©  s t i m u l a t i o n ,  b u t  o t h e r s  f a i l e d  t o  g e t  s i g n i f i c a n t  s c o r e s  (  e .  g .
P a l m e r  a n d  A u e d  1 9 7 5 ,  S t a n f o r d  a n d  N e y l o n  1 9 7 5 ) .  I n  1 9 7 7  
H o n o r t o n  r e v i e w e d  1 6  p u b l i s h e d  s t u d i e s  o f  w h i c h  8  g a v e  o v e r a l l  
s i g n i f i c a n t  s c o r e s .
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A l t h o u g h  t h e  u s e  o f  g a n z f e l d  d o e s  n o t  a l w a y s  p r o d u c e  h i g h  s c o r e s  
t h e r e  i s  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  s u c h  f a c t o r s  a s  l a b o r a t o r y  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  
p r i o r  i n v o l v e m e n t  o f  t h e  S s  i n  p s i  e x p e r i m e n t s  a n d  d u r a t i o n  o f  
s e s s i o n  a r e  r e l e v a n t  ( H o n o r t o n  1 9 7 7 ) .  W i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  l a t t e r ,  
H o n o r t o n ?  ( 1 9 7 6 )  h a s  s h o w n  t h a t  s u c c e s s f u l  g a n z f e l d  s t u d i e s  
u s e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l o n g e r  s e s s i o n s  ( m e a n  3 7  m i n u t e s )  t h a n  
u n s u c c e s s f u l  o n e s  ( m e a n  2 2  m i n u t e s ) .  S t a n f o r d  a n d  N e y l o n  ( 1 9 7 5 )  
f o u n d  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  b e t w e e n  E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e  a n d  f o r m  
o f  m e n t a t i o n  a n d  c h a n g e s  i n  b o d y  i m a g e ,  w h i c h  t h e y  i n t e r p r e t  
a s  f i t t i n g  w e l l  w i t h  H o n o r t o n ' s  m o d e l  o f  i n t e r n a l  s t a t e s  a n d  E S P  
p e r f o r m a n c e .  P a l m e r ,  B o g a r t ,  J o n e s  a n d  T a r t  ( 1 9 7 7 )  f o u n d  a  
p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  E S P  s c o r e s  a n d  t i m e  c o n t r a c t i o n  i n  
t h e  g a n z f e l d  a n d  t h a t  p r o n o u n c e d  A S C s  w e r e  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  p s i -  
m i s s i n g .  M o r e  r e c e n t  s u c c e s s f u l  s t u d i e s  h a v e  i n c l u d e d  o n e  b y  
S a r g e n t  ( 1 9 7 % )  w h o  h a s  a r g u e d  t h a t  t h e o r y  b a s e d  r e s e a r c h ,  s u c h  
a s  t h a t  u s i n g  t h e  g a n z f e l d ,  h a s  p r o v e d  t o  b e  h i g h l y  r e p l i c a b l e .
T h e  r e l a t i v e  s u c c e s s  a n d  r e p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  g a n z f e l d  s t u d i e s  e n c o u r a g e d  
m e  t o  u s e  t h i s  m e t h o d  i n  a  f u r t h e r  a t t e m p t  t o  o b t a i n  b e t t e r  E S P  
s c o r e s .  A l s o ,  s i n c e  b o t h  r e l a x a t i o n  a n d  i m a g e r y  a r e  i m p o r t a n t  
i n  t h e  g a n z f e l d  I t  w a s  t h o u g h t  t h a t  t h e  g r o u p  o f  s t u d e n t s  t r a i n e d  
i n  t h e s e  s k i l l s  ( s e e  1 1 : 1 )  m i g h t  m a k e  s p e c i a l l y  g o o d  S s .  2 0  S s  
w e r e  t e s t e d ,  h a l f  o f  w h o m  w e r e  f r o m  t h e  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p .  I t  w a s  
e x p e c t e d  t h a t  t h e  t r a i n e d  S s  w o u l d  b e  b e t t e r  a b l e  t o  r e l a x  a n d  w o u l d  
m o r e  e a s i l y  e n t e r  a n  A S C  w i t h  e n h a n c e d  i m a g e r y .  I t  w a s  
h y p o t h e s i s e d  t h a t  o n  t h i s  b a s i s  t h e y  s h o u l d  o b t a i n  h i g h e r  E S P  s c o r e s .  
S s  w e r e  g i v e n  a  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  a s k i n g  a b o u t  t h e i r  i m a g e r y ,  s t a t e  
o f  r e l a x a t i o n  a n d  s o  o n ,  i n  t h e  g a n z f e l d .  I f  H o n o r t o n ' s  t h e o r y  
i s  c o r r e c t  t h e n  c o r r e l a t i o n s  b e t w e e n  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  a n d  E S P  
s c o r e s  s h o u l d  b e  o b t a i n e d .
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S u b j e c t s .
T h e r e  w e r e  2 0  S s ,  1 0  o f  w h o m ,  i n c l u d i n g  m y s e l f ,  h a d  t a k e n  p a r t  
i n  t h e  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p ,  a n d  1 0  w h o  h a d  n o t .  F o r  e a c h  s e s s i o n  
t h e  S  c a m e  w i t h  h i s  p r e f e r r e d  a g e n t ,  u s u a l l y  a  f r i e n d  o r  r e l a t i o n ,  
a n d  o f t e n  o n e  o f  t h e  o t h e r  S s .  I  k n e w  a l m o s t  a l l  t h e  S s  f a i r l y  
w e l l .
T a r g e t s .
T a r g e t s  w e r e  p o s t  c a r d s  o r  p i c t u r e s  o f  p o s t  c a r d  s i z e .  T h e y  w e r e  
a r r a n g e d  i n  1 4  s e t s  o f  4  c a r d s  e a c h ,  t h o s e  i n  e a c h  s e t  c h o s e n  s o  
a s  t o  b e  a s  d i f f e r e n t  a s  p o s s i b l e .  F o r  e a c h  s e s s i o n  o n e  s e t  w a s  
r a n d o m l y  c h o s e n  w i t h  t h e  p r o v i s o  t h a t  i t  m u s t  n o t  b e  o n e  w h i c h  
e i t h e r  a g e n t  o r  S  h a d  a l r e a d y  s e e n  a l l  o r  p a r t  o f .  E a c h  s e t  
w a s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  a  l a r g e  b r o w n  e n v e l o p e  a n d  e a c h  p i c t u r e  w i t h i n  
a  s m a l l e r  u n m a r k e d  a n d  o p a q u e  e n v e l o p e .  T h e  a g e n t ,  o n c e  
i s o l a t e d  f r o m  E  a n d  S  s h u f f l e d  t h e  f o u r  e n v e l o p e s  t o  c h o o s e  t h e  
t a r g e t .  T h i s  m e t h o d ,  w h i c h  o b v i o u s l y  a l l o w s  f o r  b o t h  c h e a t i n g  
a n d  a c c i d e n t a l  n o n - r a n d o m n e s s ,  w a s  u s e d  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  2 0  
s e s s i o n s .  T h e r e a f t e r  t h e  t a r g e t  w a s  c h o s e n  f r o m  r a n d o m  n u m b e r  
t a b l e s  p r i o r  t o  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t .
P r o c e d u r e .
S s  a r r i v e d  a t  a  p r e a r r a n g e d  t i m e  a n d  u s u a l l y  s p e n t  t h e  f i r s t  f e w  
m i n u t e s  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t ,  i t s  a i m s ,  t h e  p r o c e d u r e  
a n d  s o  o n  w i t h  E .  W h o e v e r  w a n t e d  t o  b e  S  w a s  t h e n  p r e p a r e d  
f o r  t h e  g a n z f e l d  s e s s i o n .  H e  s a t  i n  a  c o m f o r t a b l e  c h a i r  i n  a  
s o u n d - p r o o f  b o o t h  w i t h i n  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  r o o m .  H a l f  p i n g - p o n g  
b a l l s  w e r e  f i x e d  o v e r  h i s  e y e s  a n d  p a d d e d  w i t h  c o t t o n  w o o l  
u n t i l  t h e y  e x c l u d e d  a l l  p a t t e r n e d  l i g h t  a n d  w e r e  c o m f o r t a b l e .
S  w a s  g i v e n  h e a d p h o n e s  t h r o u g h  w h i c h  w h i t e  n o i s e  w a s  p l a y e d  
a n d  w a s  a s k e d  t o  a d j u s t  t h e  v o l u m e  u n t i l  i t  f e l t  c o m f o r t a b l e .
W h e n  h e  w a s  r e a d y  t h e  d o o r  w a s  s h u t  a n d  h e  w a s  g i v e n  1 0  m i n u t e s  
t o  r e l a x  a n d  g e t  u s e d  t o  t h e  g a n z f e l d  s t i m u l a t i o n .
Method
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M e a n w h i l e  t h e  a g e n t  w a s  g i v e n  h i s  s e t  o f  c a r d s  a n d  r e t i r e d  t o  
a n  a d j o i n i n g  r o o m  w h e r e  h e  w a s  a s k e d  t o  s e l e c t  o n e  o f  t h e  f o u r  
e n v e l o p e s  a n d  t h e n  w a i t  u n t i l  h e  w a s  t o l d  t o  o p e n  i t .  H e  w a s  
t h e n  a s k e d  t o  c o n c e n t r a t e  o n  t h e  p i c t u r e ,  t o  a l l o w  a s  m a n y  
a s s o c i a t i o n s  a s  h e  c o u l d  t o  i t  a n d  t o  e n c o u r a g e  v i v i d  i m a g e r y  i n  
a l l  m o d a l i t i e s  c o n c e r n i n g  i t s  t h e m e .  H e  c o u l d  w r i t e  a n y  s t r a y  
t h o u g h t s  o r  a s s o c i a t i o n s  o n  a  s h e e t  o f  p a p e r  p r o v i d e d .  F i n a l l y  
h e  w a s  a s k e d  t o  c o m p l e t e  a n  i m a g e r y  s c a l e  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  
v i v i d n e s s  o f  t h e  i m a g e r y  o b t a i n e d  a n d  t o  r a t e  h i s  s t a t e  o f  r e l a x a t i o n  
o n  a  1 t o  7  s c a l e  ( s e e  a p p e n d i x  1 5 .  ) .
1 0  m i n u t e s  a f t e r  t h e  s t a r t  o f  t h e  s e s s i o n  t h e  a g e n t  w a s  t o l d  h e  
c o u l d  o p e n  h i s  e n v e l o p e  a n d  t h e  S  t o l d ,  t h r o u g h  a n  i n t e r c o m ,  
t h a t  h e  c o u l d  n o w  b e g i n  t o  d e s c r i b e  h i s  i m a g e s  a n d  m e n t a t i o n  a s  
s o o n  a s  h e  w i s h e d .  E  r e m a i n e d  i n  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t a l  r o o m  a n d  
r e c o r d e d  e v e r y t h i n g  t h e  S  s a i d .  A f t e r  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  3 0  m i n u t e s  
t h e  s e s s i o n  w a s  c o n c l u d e d .  N o  S  w a s  s t o p p e d  i n  t h e  m i d d l e  o f  a  
s e q u e n c e  o f  i m a g e r y ,  t h e r e f o r e  t h e  e x a c t  t i m e  v a r i e d  b e t w e e n  
2 9  a n d  3 5  m i n u t e s .  T h e  m e a n  l e n g t h  o f  s e s s i o n  w a s  3 2 .  6  m i n u t e s .
A t  t h e  e n d  o f  t h e  s e s s i o n  t h e  p i n g - p o n g  b a l l s  a n d  h e a d p h o n e s  
w e r e  r e m o v e d  a n d  S  w a s  a l l o w e d  a  f e w  m i n u t e s ,  i f  h e  w a n t e d  i t ,  
t o  r e a d j u s t .  E  t h e n  w e n t  t h r o u g h  t h e  t r a n s c r i p t  o f  h i s  m e n t a t i o n  
r e p o r t  w i t h  h i m ,  r e m i n d i n g  h i m  o f  w h a t  h e  h a d  t a l k e d  a b o u t ,  
a l l o w i n g  h i m  t o  e x p a n d  o n  a n y  i d e a s  i f  h e  w i s h e d  a n d  t o  c l a r i f y  
a n y  a m b i g u i t i e s .  T h e  s e t  o f  f o u r  p i c t u r e s  ( n o w  r e t u r n e d  t o  t h e  
l a r g e  e n v e l o p e )  w a s  t h e n  c o l l e c t e d  f r o m  t h e  a g e n t .  E a c h  w a s  
p l a c e d  b e f o r e  t h e  S  a n d  h e  w a s  a s k e d  t o  c o m m e n t  o n  t h e m  i n  
r e l a t i o n  t o  h i s  p r e v i o u s  m e n t a t i o n ,  a n d  t o  r a t e  e a c h  o n e  o n  a  
1 t o  7  s c a l e  a c c o r d i n g  t o  h o w  w e l l  h e  t h o u g h t  i t  m a t c h e d ,  a n d  
t o  r a n k  a l l  4  i n  o r d e r  w i t h  t h a t  w h i c h  h e  t h o u g h t  w a s  t a r g e t  a t  
t h e  t o p .  F i n a l l y  h e  f i l l e d  i n  a  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  c o n c e r n i n g  r e l a x a t i o n ,  
i m a g e r y ,  t h e  p l e a s a n t n e s s  o f  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  a n d  o t h e r  q u e s t i o n s  
r e l a t i n g  t o  h i s  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  t h e  g a n z f e l d  ( s e e  a p p e n d i x  1 5 .  )  
a n d  a n  i m a g e r y  s c a l e ,  u n l e s s  h e  h a d  r e c e n t l y  c o m p l e t e d  o n e .
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A f t e r  t h i s  t h e  a g e n t  w a s  a s k e d  t o  c o m e  i n  t o  i n d i c a t e  w h i c h  w a s  
t h e  c o r r e c t  t a r g e t .
A f t e r  o n e  s e s s i o n  t h e  S s  u s u a l l y  h a d  t e a  o r  c o f f e e  a n d  a  c h a t -  
b e f o r e  c o n t i n u i n g  w i t h  a  s e c o n d  s e s s i o n  w i t h  t h e  r o l e s  r e v e r s e d .
T w o  s e s s i o n s  w e r e  a l m o s t  a l w a y s  c a r r i e d  o u t  c o n s e c u t i v e l y  
b e c a u s e  t h e  S s  p r e f e r r e d  i t .
T h e  f i r s t ,  a n d  p l a n n e d ,  p a r t  o f  t h e  s t u d y  c o n s i s t e d  o f  o n e  s e s s i o n  
p e r  S ,  a  t o t a l  o f  2 0  s e s s i o n s .  A f t e r  t h i s  s e v e r a l  S s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  
i n  f u r t h e r ,  u n p l a n n e d ,  s e s s i o n s  t o  a  t o t a l  o f  3 6 .  T h i s  w a s  d o n e  
b e c a u s e  s o  m a n y  S s  w e r e  k e e n  t o  h a v e  a n o t h e r  s e s s i o n .  A l s o  i t  
w a s  h o p e d  t h a t  t h e y  m i g h t  i m p r o v e  w i t h  p r a c t i c e .  I f  t h i s  o c c u r r e d  
t h e n  f u r t h e r  s t u d i e s  w i t h  m o r e  s e s s i o n s  p e r  S  w e r e  p l a n n e d .  M o s t  
S s  w e r e  k e e n  t o  h a v e  a s  m a n y  s e s s i o n s  a s  p o s s i b l e .  T h e  e x p e r i m e n t  
w a s  o n l y  b r o u g h t  t o  a  c l o s e  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  e n d  o f  t e r m  ( C h r i s t m a s  
1 9 7 8 ) .
R e s u l t s
E S P .
O v e r a l l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  i s  b e s t  a s s e s s e d  b y  t h e  s u m s  o f  r a n k s  
a c c o r d e d  t o  t h e  t a r g e t .  T h i s  w a s  e x a c t l y  a t  c h a n c e  f o r  t h e  
o r i g i n a l  2 0  s e s s i o n s  ( i .  e .  S o R  =  5 0 )  a n d  i n s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e l o w  
c h a n c e ,  t h a t  i s  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  h i t t i n g ,  f o r  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  
1 6  s e s s i o n s  ( S o R  =  3 5 ,  M C E  =  4 0  n .  s .  )  T h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  a n y  
d e v i a t i o n  o f  s u m s  o f  r a n k s  f r o m  c h a n c e  c a n  b e  a s s e s s e d  b y  t h e  u s e  
o f  t a b l e s  ( S o l f v i n ,  K e l l y  a n d  B u r d i c k  1 9 7 8 ) .  T h e  m e a n  r a n k s  
a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  t a r g e t  w e r e  2 .  5  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p a r t ,  2 .  2  i n  t h e  s e c o n d  
a n d  i n  t o t a l  2 .  4 ,  w h e r e  M C E  i s  2 .  5 .
A l t e r n a t i v e l y  r a t i n g s  c a n  b e  u s e d  t o  a s s e s s  s i g n i f i c a n c e  a n d  t h e  
r a t i n g  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  t a r g e t  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  t h e  m e a n  r a t i n g  
a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  o t h e r  p i c t u r e s .  T h i s  i s  a l s o  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  e i t h e r  
f o r  t h e  f i r s t  2 0  s e s s i o n s  ( t  =  0 .  3 4  1 9  d f  p  =  0 .  7 4 )  o r  f o r  t h e  
a d d i t i o n a l  1 6  s e s s i o n s  ( t  =  1 .  9 0  1 5  d f  p  =  0 .  0 8 . ) .  O v e r a l l ,  f o r
2 8 4
C o m p a r i s o n  o f  t h e  t w o  g r o u p s .
T h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  a n d  t h e  c o n t r o l  g r o u p  c a n  
b e  c o m p a r e d .  N e i t h e r  h a d  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  s u m s  o f  
r a n k s  ( t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  2 7 ,  c o n t r o l  2 3 ,  M C E  2 5 )  n o r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
d i f f e r e n t  r a t i n g s  a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  t a r g e t  a s  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  t h a t  
t o  t h e  o t h e r  p i c t u r e s  ( t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  t  =  1 .  0 7  9  d f  p  =  0 .  3 1 ,  c o n t r o l  
t  =  0 .  7 6  9  d f  p  =  0 .  4 7 ) .  T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e m  i s  i n  t h e  
d i r e c t i o n  o p p o s i t e  t o  t h a t  e x p e c t e d  a n d  t h i s  i s  a l s o  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  
( X 2  =  0 .  8  1 d f  p  =  0 .  3 7 ) .  I t  s h o u l d  b e  n o t e d  h e r e  t h a t  a n y  
d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  t h e  g r o u p s  w o u l d  h a v e  t o  b e  t r e a t e d  w i t h  
c a u t i o n  s i n c e  t h e  c o n t r o l  g r o u p  i s  n o t  i d e a l .  A l t h o u g h  m o s t  S s  
i n  b o t h  g r o u p s  c a m e  f r o m  t h e  s a m e  p a r a p s y c h o l o g y  c l a s s  t h e  
t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  c o n s i s t e d  o f  v o l u n t e e r s  w h o  m a y  h a v e  d i f f e r e d  i n  
o t h e r  w a y s  t h a n  t h e  t r a i n i n g ,  f r o m  t h e  c o n t r o l  S s .  O n e  o f  t h e  
m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  a s p e c t s  o f  s u c h  a  d i f f e r e n c e  m i g h t  b e  i m a g e r y .
T h e  t w o  g r o u p s  c a n  b e  c o m p a r e d  o n  s e l f  r a t e d  i m a g e r y  p r i o r  t o  
t h e  t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m m e .  T h e i r  m e a n s  w e r e  9 8 .  8  a n d  1 0 0 .  7  
r e s p e c t i v e l y  (  t  =  0 .  4 1  1 8  d f  p  =  0 .  6 9  )  s h o w i n g  t h a t  t h e y  d i d  n o t  
d i f f e r  o n  t h i s  v a r i a b l e  b e f o r e  t r a i n i n g .  T h e  i m p r o v e m e n t  o f  
i m a g e r y  w i t h  t r a i n i n g  w a s  d i s u u s s e d  i n  1 1 : 1 .
I m a g e r y .
A  s c o r e  o n  a  s h o r t e n e d  f o r m  o f  t h e  B e t t ’ s  s c a l e  w a s  a v a i l a b l e  
f o r  a l l  S s  a n d  t h e  s c o r e s  o b t a i n e d ,  b y .  t h o s e  w h o i l h i t  a n d - m i s s e d  i n  t h e  
2 0  o r i g i n a l  s e s s i o n s  w e r e  c o m p a r e d .  N o  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  
w a s  f o u n d  (  t  =  0 .  4 8  1 8  d f  p  =  0 .  6 3 ) .
T h e  a b o v e  a n a l y s e s  c o m p l e t e  t h e  m a i n  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  s t u d y  
a n d  s h o w  t h a t  n o n e  o f  t h e  h y p o t h e s e s  m a d e  w a s  c o n f i r m e d .  I n  
a d d i t i o n  t h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  a n a l y s e d  i n  t e r m s  o f  t h e  a n s w e r s  t o  t h e  
q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  a g e n t ,  a n d  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  
t h e  f i r s t  s e s s i o n s  a n d  l a t e r  p r a c t i c e  s e s s i o n s .
36 sessions t = 0. 54 35 df p = 0. 60.
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P r a c t i c e  s e s s i o n s
S e v e n  S s  w e n t  o n  a f t e r  t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  s e s s i o n  t o  c o m p l e t e  
f u r t h e r  s e s s i o n s .  I f  E S P  i n  t h e  g a n z f e l d  i m p r o v e s  w i t h  p r a c t i c e  
t h e s e  s e s s i o n s  s h o u l d  s h o w  h i g h e r  s c o r e s ,  a l t h o u g h  t h i s  i s  o n l y  
a  c r u d e  m e a s u r e  o f  i m p r o v e m e n t .
I n  f a c t  t h e s e  e x t r a  s e s s i o n s  d o  n o t  s h o w  o v e r a l l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  f o r  t h e  
s u m  o f  r a n k s  ( S o R  =  3 5 , M C E  = 4 0 )  a l t h o u g h  t h e  m e a n  r a n k  
a s s i g n e d  t o  t h e  t a r g e t  i s  l o w e r  f o r  t h e  l a t e r  s e s s i o n s  ( 2 .  2  c o m p a r e d  
w i t h  2 .  5 ) .  T h e  s a m e  p i c t u r e  e m e r g e s  f r o m  t h e  r a t i n g s  ( o v e r a l l  
t  =  1 .  9  1 5  d f  p  =  0 .  0 8 ,  m e a n  r a t i n g  o f  t a r g e t  3 .  6 3  a n d  o f  o t h e r  
p i c t u r e s  4 .  3 4 ) .
R e s u l t s  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .
T h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i n c l u d e d  q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  i m a g e r y  i n  t h e  
g a n z f e l d ,  r e l a x a t i o n ,  t h e  p l e a s a n t n e s s  o f  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  a n d  t h e  
S s  s t a t e  o f  c o n s c i o u s n e s s  d u r i n g  i t .  A l l  w e r e  a s s e s s e d  o n  a  
1 t o  7  s c a l e .  S i n c e  t h e  a n a l y s e s  o f  t h e s e  r e s p o n s e s  w e r e  i n t e n d e d  
t o  b e  e x p l o r a t o r y ,  d a t a  f o r  a l l  3 6  s e s s i o n s  a r e  i n c l u d e d .  I n  
e a c h  c a s e  t h e  S s  w e r e  d i v i d e d  i n t o  t h o s e  w h o  h i t  ( r a n k  1 o r  2  
a s s i g n e d  t o  t a r g e t ,  N  =  2 1 )  a n d  t h o s e  w h o  m i s s e d  ( r a n k  3  o r  4  
a s s i g n e d  t o  t a r g e t  N  =  1 5 )  a n d  t h e i r  s c o r e s  o n  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  
c o m p a r e d  b y  t h e  u s e  o f  a  t - t e s t .  I n  r a r e  c a s e s  a n  a n s w e r  w a s  
n o t  g i v e n  t o  a  q u e s t i o n  a n d  t h a t  S  w a s  d r o p p e d  f r o m  t h a t  a n a l y s i s  
a l o n e .
N o n e  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  a s k e d  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t w e e n  
t h e  h i t t e r s  a n d  m i s s e r s  a s  d e f i n e d  a b o v e .  T h e  d e t a i l s  f o r  e a c h  
q u e s t i o n - a r e  a s  f o l l o w s
1 .  M e n t a t i o n  ( 1 )  i m a g i n a l  t o  ( 7 )  l o g i c a l  t h o u g h t .
H i t t e r s  x  =  2 .  0 4 ,  m i s s e r s  x  =  2 .  6 7  t  =  1 .  5 3  3 4  d f  p  =  0 . 1 3 .
2 .  I m a g e s  c a m e  ( 1 )  s p o n t a n e o u s l y  t o  ( 7 )  w i t h  e f f o r t .
H i t t e r s  x  =  2 .  2 9  m i s s e r s  x  =  2 .  8  t  =  1 .  0 7  3 4  d f  p  =  0 .  2 9 .
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3 .  S s  r a t e d  t h e i r  i m a g e r y  i n  t h e  g a n z f e l d  i n  a l l  f i v e  s e n s o r y  
m o d a l i t i e s  f r o m  ( 1 )  c o m p l e t e l y  c l e a r  a n d  v i v i d  t o  ( 7 )  n o n e .
T o t a l  s c o r e  w a s  u s e d  h e r e .
H i t t e r s  x  =  1 9 .  4 3 ,  m i s s e r s  x  =  2 1 .  8 7  t  =  1 . 1 9  3 4  d f  p  =  0 .  2 4
4 .  I m a g e r y  ( 1 )  m u c h  m o r e  v w i d  t h a n  n o r m a l  t o  ( 7 )  m u c h  l e s s  v i v i d  
t h a n  n o r m a l .
H i t t e r s  x  =  2 .  3 8 ,  m i s s e r s  x  =  2 .  9 3  t  =  1 .  5 9  3 4  d f  p  =  0 . 1 2
5 .  ( 1 )  c o m p l e t e l y  r e l a x e d  t o  ( 7 )  v e r y  t e n s e .
H i t t e r s  x  =  2 .  3 8 ,  m i s s e r s  2 . 8 7  t  =  1 . 3 8  3 4  d f  p = 0 .  1 8
6 .  E x p e r i e n c e  w a s  ( 1 )  E x t r e m e l y  p l e a s a n t  t o  ( 7 )  e x t r e m e l y  u n p l e a s a n t .  
H i t t e r s  x  =  2 ,  2 4 ,  m i s s e r s  % = 2. 47 t  =  0 .  5 4  3 4  d f  p  =  0 .  5 9
7 .  I n  a l t e r i n g  y o u r  S o C  t h e  g a n z f e l d  w a s  ( 1 )  v e r y  s u c c e s s f u l  t o  
( 7 )  v e r y  u n s u c c e s s f u l .
H i t t e r s  v A  2 .  7 0 ,  m i s s e r s  x  =  3 .  0 7  t  =  0 .  9 9  3 3  d f  p  =  0 .  3 3
8 .  ( 1 )  N o  a w a r e n e s s  o f  b o d y  t o  ( 7 )  f u l l  a w a r e n e s s  o f  b o d y .
H i t t e r s  x  =  3 .  3 3 ,  m i s s e r s  x  =  3 .  6 7  t  =  0 .  6 0  3 4  d f  p  =  0 .  4 5
9 .  ( I )  B o d y  f e l t  q u i t e  n o r m a l  t o  ( 7 )  e x t r e m e  c h a n g e s  i n  b o d y  i m a g e  
H i t t e r s  x  =  4 .  0 6 ,  m i s s e r s  x  =  4 . 1 4  t  =  0 . 1 3  3 0  d f  p  =  0 .  9 0
1 0 .  F e l t  ( 1 )  c o m p l e t e  s e p a r a t i o n  f r o m  p h y s i c a l  b o d y  t o  ( 7 )  N o  
s e n s e  o f  s e p a r a t i o n .
H i t t e r s  x  =  5 .  4 5 ,  m i s s e r s  x  =  5 .  2 0  t  =  0 .  3 8  3 3  d f  p  =  0 .  7 1 .
T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  c a n  f u r t h e r  b e  u s e d  t o  d e t e r m i n e  
w h e t h e r  t h e  t r a i n i n g  a n d  c o n t r o l  g r o u p s  d i f f e r e d  i n  t h e  q u a l i t y  
o f  t h e i r  i m a g e r y  o r  t h e i r  s t a t e  o f  r e l a x a t i o n  i n  t h e  g a n z f e l d .  T h e  
s c o r e s  o n  t h e  f o u r  q u e s t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  i m a g e r y  w e r e  p o o l e d  f o r  
t h i s  c o m p a r i s o n .  T h i s  s h o w s  t h a t  t h e  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  r e p o r t e d  
s t r o n g e r  i m a g e r y  ( x  - 2 9 . . 3 )  t h a n  d i d  t h e  c o n t r o l  g r o u p  ( x  =  3 5 .  6 ,  
t  =  2 .  2 2  1 8  d f  p  =  0 .  0 4  * ) .  C o n s i d e r i n g  v i v i d n e s s  o f  i m a g e r y  a l o n e  
t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  w a s  i n  t h e  s a m e  d i r e c t i o n  b u t  w a s  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  
( x  =  2 6 .  6  a n d  3 1 .  7  t  =  2 .  0 7  1 8  d f  p  =  0 .  0 5 ) .  T h e r e  w a s  n o
d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  t h e  g r o u p s  i n  t e r m s  o f  r e l a x a t i o n  ( x  =  2 .  6  a n d
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3 .  0 ,  t  =  0 .  8 4  p  =  0 .  4 1 ) .  I t  t h e r e f o r e  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  p r i o r  
t r a i n i n g  o f  o n e  g r o u p  o f  S s  e n a b l e d  t h e m  t o  e x p e r i e n c e  b e t t e r  
i m a g e r y  i n  t h e  g a n z f e l d  b u t  n o t  t o  b e  m o r e  r e l a x e d .  T h i s  r e p o r t e d  
d i f f e r e n c e  i n  i m a g e r y  c a n n o t  b e  d u e  t o  s u b j e c t  d i f f e r e n c e s  
p r i o r  t o  t r a i n i n g  s i n c e  i t  h a s  a l r e a d y  b e e n  s h o w n  t h a t  s c o r e s  o n  
t h e  s h o r t e n e d  B e t t ’ s  s c a l e  w e r e  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t .  H o w e v e r ,  
s o m e  c a u t i o n  i s  s t i l l  n e e d e d  h e r e  s i n c e  t h e  S s  i n  t h e  t r a i n i n g  
g r o u p  m a y  h a v e  h a d  i n c r e a s e d  e x p e c t a t i o n s  a b o u t  i m a g e r y  i n  
t h e  g a n z f e l d .  W i t h  t h i s  p r o v i s o  I  t h i n k  i t  c a n  b e  a r g u e d  t h a t  t h e  
t w o  g r o u p s  b e g a n  w i t h  t h e  s a m e  r e p o r t e d  v i v i d n e s s  o f  i m a g e r y .
A f t e r  t r a i n i n g  o n e  g r o u p  r e p o r t e d  e n h a n c e d  i m a g e r y  i n  t h e  g a n z f e l d  
b u t  t h i s  w a s  n o t  r e l a t e d  t o  E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e .
T h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  a g e n t .
T h e  a g e n t  a n s w e r e d  2  q u e s t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  h i s  s t a t e  o f  r e l a x a t i o n  
d u r i n g  t h e  s e s s i o n  a n d  t h e  v i v i d n e s s  o f  h i s  i m a g e r y .  T h e  a n s w e r s  
w e r e  a n a l y s e d  i n  t h e  s a m e  w a y  a s  b e f o r e .
1 .  W e r e  y o u  ( 1 )  c o m p l e t e l y  r e l a x e d  t o  ( 7 )  v e r y  t e n s e .
H i t s  x  =  2 .  0  , m i s s e s  x  =  2 .  5  t  =  1 .  5 0  3 0  d f  p  =  0 . 1 4
2 .  T h e  s a m e  i m a g e r y  s c a l e  w a s  u s e d  a s  i n  3 .  a b o v e .  T o t a l  s c o r e s  
w e r e  u s e d .  H i t s  x  =  1 8 .  8 0 ,  m i s s e s  x  =  1 9 .  6 7  t  =  0 .  4 3  3 1  d f  p  =  0 .  6 7 .
T h e  s t a t e  o f  r e l a x a t i o n  a n d  t h e  v i v i d n e s s  o f  i m a g e r y  o f  t h e  a g e n t  
a p p e a r  t o  b e  u n r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  t h e  E S P  t a s k .
D i s c u s s i o n
T h e  r e s u l t s  s h o w  t h a t  t h e  g a n z f e l d  t e c h n i q u e  w a s  n o t  s u c c e s s f u l  i n  
e l i c i t i n g  E S P  f r o m  t h e  S s  u s e d  h e r e .  T h i s  w a s  s o  e v e n  t h o u g h  
m a n y  o f  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  t h o u g h t  t o  b e  h e l p f u l  f o r  E S P  i n  t h e  g a n z f e l d  
w e r e  f u l f i l l e d .  T h e  s e s s i o n s  a v e r a g e d  3 3  m i n u t e s ,  t h e  S s  w e r e  
r e l a x e d  a n d  r e p o r t e d  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  a s  p l e a s a n t ,  a n d  i n  m o s t  r e s p e c t s  
t h e  p r o c e d u r e  u s e d  w a s  a s  s i m i l a r  a s  p o s s i b l e  t o  t h a t  u s e d  
s u c c e s s f u l l y  b y  o t h e r s .
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T h e  S s  w h o  h a d  p r e v i o u s l y  b e e n  t r a i n e d  i n  r e l a x a t i o n  a n d  i m a g e r y  
d i d  n o t  d o  b e t t e r  t h a n  a  c o n t r o l  g r o u p .  T h i s  w a s  s o  d e s p i t e  t h e  
s t r o n g e r  i m a g e r y  r e p o r t e d  i n  t h e  g a n z f e l d  b y  t h e  f o r m e r .  S i n c e  
t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  s h o w  n o  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  b e t w e e n  
E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e  a n d  r e p o r t e d  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  i t  c o u l d  
b e  t h a t  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  t r a i n e d  a n d  m e a s u r e d  a r e  n o t  r e l e v a n t  t o  
E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e  a n d  t h a t  t h i s  e x p l a i n s  t h e  l a c k  o f  a  g r o u p  
s c o r i n g  d i f f e r e n c e .  A l t e r n a t i v e l y  a  s i m p l e r  a c c o u n t  i s  t h a t  n o  
E S P  o c c u i t e d  i n  t h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  n o  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  
q u e s t i o n n a i r e  v a r i a b l e s  o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  g r o u p  E S P  s c o r e s  
w o u l d  b e  e x p e c t e d .
T h e r e  w e r e  s e v e r a l  f a u l t s  I n  t h e  d e s i g n  o f  t h i s  s t u d y .  I t  h a s  
a l r e a d y  b e e n  m e n t i o n e d  t h a t  t h e  t a r g e t s  w e r e  s e l e c t e d  b y  s h u f f l i n g  
i n  t h e  f i r s t  2 0  s e s s i o n s .  T h i s  i s  n o t  a  s o u n d  m e t h o d  a n d  w a s  
r e p l a c e d  i n  l a t e r  s e s s i o n s  b y  a  r a n d o m  m e t h o d .  A l s o  o n l y  o n e  
s e t  o f  p i c t u r e s  w a s  u s e d .  I t  h a s  b e e n  p o i n t e d  o u t  ( K e n n e d y  1 9 7 9 )  
t h a t  s e n s o r y  c u e s  m a y  b e  c a r r i e d  b y  t h e  p i c t u r e s  t h e m s e l v e s  a n d  
i t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  p r e f e r a b l e  t o  u s e  t w o  s e t s  o f  i d e n t i c a l  p i c t u r e s .  
F i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  w e r e  v a r i o u s  l o o p h o l e s  f o r  S  c h e a t i n g ,  f o r  e x a m p l e  
t h e  a g e n t  c o u l d  h a v e  o p e n e d  a l l  t h e  e n v e l o p e s  a n d  s e l e c t e d  t h e  o n e  
h e  t h o u g h t  m o s t  l i k e l y  t o  m a t c h  h i s  f r i e n d ’ s  m e n t a t i o n .  T h i s  
p o s s i b i l i t y  w a s  n o t  t h o u g h t  i m p o r t a n t  a l t h o u g h  i t  w a s  r u l e d  o u t  
i n  t h e  l a t e r  s e s s i o n s .  H o w e v e r ,  a l l  t h e s e  p r o b l e m s  w o u l d  h a v e  
b e e n  r e s o l v e d  i n  f u r t h e r  s t u d i e s  i f  t h e  r e s u l t s  h a d  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
t h e s e  w o u l d  b e  w o r t h w h i l e .  I t  w a s  t h o u g h t  t h a t  t h e i r  e f f e c t  h e r e  
w o u l d  i n  a n y  c a s e  b e  n e g l i g i b l e .
I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  e x p e r i m e n t  i n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  t h e  
s u g g e s t i o n s  m a d e  e a r l i e r  f o r  i m p r o v i n g  E S P  s c o r e s .  I n  t h i s  
e x p e r i m e n t  i n d i v i d u a l s  w e r e  t e s t e d ,  w i t h  t h e i r  o w n  p r e f e r r e d  
a g e n t  a n d  a  l o t  o f  t i m e  s p e n t  w i t h  e a c h .  T h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  
S s  a n d  E  w a s  r e l a x e d  a n d  t h e y  k n e w  e a c h  o t h e r  w e l l .  T h e  
e x p e r i m e n t  t o o k  p l a c e  i n  f a i r l y  f r i e n d l y  s u r r o u n d i n g s  a n d  u n d e r
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r e l a x e d  a n d  i n f o r m a l  c o n d i t i o n s .  A l t h o u g h  t h e  S s  w e r e  n o t  
s e l e c t e d  f o r  k n o w n  E S P  a b i l i t y  h a l f  o f  t h e m  h a d  b e e n  t r a i n e d  i n  
s k i l l s  t h o u g h t  t o  b e  r e l e v a n t  t o  E S P ,  t h a t  i s  r e l a x a t i o n  a n d  
i m a g e r y ,  p r i o r  t o  t a k i n g  p a r t  i n  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t .  D u r i n g  t h e  
e x p e r i m e n t  a n  A S C  w a s  i n d u c e d  b y  a  m e t h o d  p r e v i o u s l y  s h o w n  
t o  b e  v e r y  e f f e c t i v e  i n  p r o d u c i n g  a  p s  i - c o n d u c i v e  s t a t e .
I t  s e e m s  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  a l m o s t  a l l  t h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  m a d e  w e r e  
i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  t h i s  s t u d y  a n d  y e t  t h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  s t i l l  c l o s e  
t o  c h a n c e  e x p e c t a t i o n .  T h e r e  r e m a i n s  o n l y  o n e  u n t e s t e d  
s u g g e s t i o n ,  t h a t  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  w a s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  c h a n c e  
f i n d i n g s .  T h i s  s u g g e s t i o n  i s  t h e  h a r d e s t  o f  a l l  t o  t e s t  a n d  t o  d o  
s o  w o u l d  r e q u i r e a n e w  r e s e a r c h  p r o g r a m m e  d i r e c t e d  a t  t h e  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  e x p e r i m e n t e r  e f f e c t s .  S h o r t  o f  b e g i n i n g  s u c h  
a  p r o g r a m m e  I  c h o s e  t o  t r y  o n e  l a s t  a p p r o a c h .  I t  h a s  b e e n  
s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  b e l i e f s  o f  t h e  e x p e r i m a i t e r  m a y  b e  i m p o r t a n t .
I  t h e r e f o r e  c h o s e  t o  t e s t  E S P  u s i n g  a  s i t u a t i o n  i n  w h i c h  I ,  a s  
e x p e r i m e n t e r ,  h a d  s o m e  c o n f i d e n c e  t h a t  p s i  w o u l d  o c c u r .  T h i s  
s t u d y  i s  r e p o r t e d  i n  t h e  n e x t  c h a p t e r .
C o n c l u s i o n
G a n z f e l d  s t i m u l a t i o n  c o m b i n e d  w i t h  a  f r e e  r e s p o n s e  E S P  t a s k  
h a s  b e e n  s u c c e s s f u l l y  u s e d  b y  o t h e r s  a n d  w a s  u s e d  h e r e  i n  a n  
a t t e m p t  t o  i n d u c e  a  p s i - c o n d u c i v e  s t a t e .  T h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  
S s  t r a i n e d  i n  r e l a x a t i o n  a n d  i m a g e r y  w a s  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  t h a t  o f  
c o n t r o l  S s .  M a n y  p r e v i o u s  s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  i m p r o v i n g  E S P  s c o r e s  
w e r e  i n c o r p o r a t e d  b u t  o v e r a l l  s c o r e s  w e r e  c l o s e  t o  c h a n c e  
e x p e c t a t i o n  a n d  t h e  g r o u p  o f  t r a i n e d  S s  d i d  n o t  o b t a i n  h i g h e r  s c o r e s  
t h a n  c o n t r o l s ,  e v e n  t h o u g h  t h e y  r e p o r t e d  b e t t e r  i m a g e r y  i n  t h e  
g a n z f e l d .  R e s u l t s  o f  a  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  s h o w e d  t h a t  E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e  
w a s  u n r e l a t e d  t o  a  n u m b e r  o f  v a r i a b l e s  e x p e c t e d  t o  a f f e c t  i t .  I n  
c o n c l u s i o n  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  c h a n c e  h y p o t h e s i s  b e s t  a c c o u n t s  
f o r  t h e  r e s u l t s  o b t a i n e d  i n  t h i s  s t u d y .
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11 : 3  Summary and Discuss ion of Results
I n  t h i s  c h a p t e r  I  h a v e  r e p o r t e d  t h e  r e & u l t s  o f  s e v e r a l  e x p e r i m e n t s  
w h i c h  w e r e  d e s i g n e d  t o  i n c l u d e  s u g g e s t i o n s  m a d e  e a r l i e r  f o r  
i m p r o v i n g  E S P  s c o r e s .
O n e  o f  t h e  c r i t i c i s m s  l e v e l l e d  a t  e a r l i e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  w a s  t h a t  
t h e y  u s e d  u n s e l e c t e d  S s  w h o  w o u l d  n o t  b e  e x p e c t e d  t o  p e r f o r m  
e s p e c i a l l y  w e l l  i n  E S P  t e s t s .  S i n c e  n o  h i g h  s c o r i n g  S s  w e r e  
a v a i l a b l e  t w o  a l t e r n a t i v e s  w e r e  t r i e d .  T h e  r e s u l t s  o f  e x p e r i m e n t s  
w i t h  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  a s  S s  w e r e  r e p o r t e d  i n  C h a p t e r  1 0 .  H e r e  
a n  a t t e m p t  w a s  m a d e  t o  t r a i n  a  s m a l l  g r o u p  o f  S s  i n  s k i l l s  t h o u g h t  
t o  b e  h e l p f u l  f o r  E S P ,  i m a g e r y  a n d  r e l a x a t i o n .  T h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  
o f  t h e s e  S s  w a s  c o m p a r e d  w i t h  c o n t r o l s  o n  a  s t a n d a r d  E S P  t e s t  
a n d  i n  a  s p e  c i a l l y  d e s i g n e d  g a n z f e l d  t e s t .  I n  t h e  f o r m e r  E S P  
s c o r e s  o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g  g r o u p  i m p r o v e d  s l i g h t l y  b u t  n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y .
I n  t h e  g a n z f e l d  s t u d y  t h e  t r a i n e d  S s  r e p o r t e d  g r e a t e r  i m a g e r y  
b u t  d i d  n o t  o b t a i n  b e t t e r  E S P  s c o r e s .  T h e  t r a i n i n g  p r o g r a m m e  
t h e r e f o r e  f a i l e d  t o  i m p r o v e  E S P  p e r f o r m a n c e  e v e n  t h o u g h  i t  
d i d  s u c c e e d  i n  v a r i o u s  o t h e r  o b j e c t i v e s  s u c h  a s  i m p r o v i n g  
i m a g e r y  a n d  o t h e r  e x p e r i e n c e s  ( s u c h  a s  O B E s ,  n o t  r e p o r t e d  h e r e ) .
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  c o m p a r i n g  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  t h e  t r a i n e d  a n d  u n t r a i n e d  
S s  t h e  g a n z f e l d  s t u d y  w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  a n  a t t e m p t  t o  p u t  S s  i n t o  
a  p s i - c o n d u c i v e  s t a t e  b y  d e p r i v i n g  t h e m  o f  p a t t e r n e d  s e n s o r y  i n p u t .  
T h e  p r o c e d u r e  u s e d  w a s  v e r y  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  u s e d  s u c c e s s f u l l y  
b y  o t h e r s  a n d  t h e  a n s w e r s  t o  a  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  S s  t h o u g h t  
t h e  g a n z f e l d  s u c c e s s f u l  i n  a l t e r i n g  t h e i r  S o C  a n d  f o u n d  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  
p l e a s a n t .  N o n e t h e l e s s  t h e y  w e r e  u n a b l e  t o  m a t c h  t h e i r  m e n t a t i o n  
t o  t h e  c o r r e c t  t a r g e t  a f t e r  t h e  g a n z f e l d  s e s s i o n .  I t  w a s  a r g u e d  
t h a t  t h i s  s t u d y  f u l f i l l e d  m o s t  o f  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  e a r l i e r  s u g g e s t e d  
t o  b e  d e s i r a b l e .  T h a t  i s  S  w e r e  t e s t e d  i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  i n  a  f r i e n d l y  
a t m o s p h e r e ,  e n t e r e d  i n t o  a  p s i - c o n d u c i v e  s t a t e  a n d ,  a l t h o u g h  n o t  
s e l e c t e d  f o r  E S P  a b i l i t y ,  h a l f  o f  t h e m  t o o k  p a r t  i n  a  t r a i n i n g  
p r o g r a m m e .  I n  s p i t e  o f  a l l  t h i s  t h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  c l o s e  t o  c h a n c e  
e x p e c t a t i o n .
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12: 1 The Motivation of the Experimenter
P r e v i o u s  a t t e m p t s  t o  e l i c i t  E S P  h a d  f a i l e d  e v e n  t h o u g h  m a n y  
s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  i m p r o v i n g  o n  e a r l i e r  e x p e r i m e n t s  w e r e  
i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  l a t e r  o n e s .  T h e  o n l y  s u g g e s t i o n  w h i c h  
r e m a i n e d  w a s  t h a t  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  w a s  i n  s o m e  w a y  
i n h i b i t i n g  E S P  i n  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t s .
G i v e n  t h e  p o o r  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  e a r l y  e x p e r i m e n t s  i t  i s  p e r h a p s  
n o t  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  I  a p p r o a c h e d  l a t e r  o n e s  w i t h  L e s s  e n t h u s i a s m  
a n d  m o r e  s c e p t i c i s m  t h a n  a t  f i r s t .  T h e s e  l a t e r  s t u d i e s  w e r e  
f a r  b e t t e r  i n  t e r m s  o f  d e s i g n  a n d  c o n t r o l s ,  s u b j e c t s  a n d  
s i t u a t i o n ,  b u t  m a y  h a v e  s u f f e r e d  f r o m  t h e  s c e p t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  o f  
t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r .  I t  h a s  b e e n  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  t h e  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  
a  s u c c e s s f u l  e x p e r i m e n t e r  i n c l u d e  e n t h u s i a s m ,  i n t e r e s t  a n d  
m o t i v a t i o n  ( R h i n e  e t  a l  1 9 4 0 ) ,  a n d  K e n n e d y  a n d  T a d d o n i o  ( 1 9 7 6 ) ,  i n  
r e v i e w i n g  s t u d i e s  o f  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r  e f f e c t  i n  p s i  r e s e a r c h ,  
c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t e r ' s  e n t h u s i a s m  a n d  i n t e r e s t  m u s t  
c a r r y  o v e r  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t s  a n d  h e  m u s t  b e  a b l e  t o  i n t e r a c t  w e l l  
w i t h  t h e m .
I  k n e w  t h a t  I  c o u l d  h a v e  l i t t l e  e n t h u s i a s m  o r  i n t e r e s t  i n  c a r r y i n g  
o u t  f u r t h e r  s t a n d a r d  E S P  t e s t s ,  a n d  c o u l d  n o t  i n d u c e  a  f a l s e  
b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e y  w o u l d  p r o d u c e  p o s i t i v e  r e s u l t s .  I  t h e r e f o r e  
l o o k e d  t o  t h e  o n e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  w h i c h  I ,  p e r s o n a l l y ,  h a d  
e x p e r i e n c e d  w h a t  a p p e a r e d  t o  b e  p a r a n o r m a l  e v e n t s ,  t h a t  i s  
i n  u s i n g  t h e  T a r o t  c a r d s  f o r  d i v i n a t i o n .  I  h a d  r e a d  t h e  T a r o t  
c a r d s  f o r  m v s e l f  a n d  f r i e n d s  f o r  8  y e a r s  a n d  t h e y  s e e m e d  t o  
p r o v i d e  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  w h i c h  I  h a d  n o  c o n s c i o u s  a c c e s s .  I  
w o u l d  h a v e  g r e a t  e n t h u s i a s m  a n d  i n t e r e s t  i n  t e s t i n g  t h e  c a r d s  
a n d  f e l t  c o n f i d e n t  t h e r e  w a s  s o m e t h i n g  w o r t h  i n v e s t i g a t i n g .  1 
t h e r e f o r e  d e s i g n e d  a n  e x p e r i m e n t  w h i c h  w o u l d  u s e ,  a s  c l o s e l y  a s  
p o s s i b l e ,  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  m e t h o d  f o r  r e a d i n g  t h e  c a r d s  w h i l e  
e n a b l i n g  t h e  s o u r c e  o f  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  o b t a i n e d  t o  b e  t e s t e d .
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12 : 2  An Experiment with the Tarot 1
I n t r o d u c t i o n
W h e n  t h e  T a r o t  c a r d s  a r e  u s e d  f o r  d i v i n a t i o n  m a n y  p r o c e d u r e s  
m a y  b e  u s e d  b u t  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  i s  t y p i c a l .  A  q u e r e n t  ( Q )  c o n s u l t s  
t h e  r e a d e r  ( R )  a n d  i s  s e a t e d  a t  a  t a b l e  o p p o s i t e  h i m .  H e  i s  
h a n d e d  t h e  p a c k  o f  7 8  c a r d s  a n d  a s k e d  t o  s h u f f l e  a n d  t h e n  c u t  
t h e m  t h r e e  t i m e s  w i t h  h i s  l e f t  h a n d .  R  t h e n  l a y s  o u t  s o m e  o r  
a l l  o f  t h e  c a r d s  i n  a  p r e a r r a n g e d  p a t t e r n  a n d  f r o m  t h e  p o s i t i o n  
a n d  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  e a c h  c a r d  c o n s t r u c t s  a  ' r e a d i n g 7 f o r  Q .  T h i s  
m a y  d e s c r i b e  h i s  p a s t  l i f e ,  h i s  p r e s e n t  s i t u a t i o n ,  p r o b l e m s  a n d  
h o p e s ,  h i s  p e r s o n a l i t y  a n d ,  l e s s  c o m m o n l y ,  h i s  f u t u r e .  T h e r e  
i s  l i t t l e  d o u b t  t h a t  w h e n  p e o p l e  c o n s u l t  a  T a r o t  r e a d e r  t h e y  a r e  
f r e q u e n t l y  g i v e n  a c c u r a t e  i n f o r m a t i o n .  T h e  q u e s t i o n  i s  w h e t h e r  
t h a t  i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  o b t a i n e d  n o r m a l l y  o r  p a r a n o r m a l l y .
T h e  w a y s  i n  w h i c h  v e r i d i c a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  m a y  b e  o b t a i n e d  i n c l u d e  
t h e  f o l l o w i n g  : -
1 .  G e n e r a l i t y .  T h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  g i v e n  b y  R  m a y  b e  s o  g e n e r a l  
a s  t o  a p p l y  t o  a n y o n e .
2 .  S e l e c t i v e  r e c a l l .  R  m a y  g i v e  s o  m u c h  i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  Q  
i s  f o r c e d  t o  f o r g e t  m u c h  o f  i t  a n d  r e c a l l s  o n l y  t h o s e  p a r t s  h e  
w i s h e s  t o  r e c a l l .
3 .  D i s t o r t i o n .  Q  m a y  m i s u n d e r s t a n d  o r  d i s t o r t  R ' s  s t a t e m e n t s  
t o  f i t  h i s  s i t u a t i o n .
4 .  U s e  o f  a v a i l a b l e  c u e s .  R  m a y  c o n s c i o u s l y  o r  u n c o n s c i o u s l y  
u s e  c u e s  f r o m  Q ' s  a p p e a r a n c e  a n d  b e h a v i o u r .
5 .  U s e  o f  f e e d b a c k .  R  m a y  c o n s c i o u s l y  o r  u n c o n s c i o u s l y  s e a r c h  
• fo r  f e e d b a c k  t o  h i s  s t a t e m e n t s .
6 .  P s i .  R  o r  Q  m a y  u s e  v a r i o u s  f o r m s  o f  p s i .
7 .  M a g i c .  T h e  c a r d s  m a y ,  a s  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  e x p l a n a t i o n  h a s
i t ,  f a l l  90 a s  t o  r e f l e c t  Q ' s  s i t u a t i o n .  R  t h e n  r e a d s  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  
f r o m  t h e  c a r d s .
O f  t h e s e  p o s s i b l e  e x p l a n a t i o n s  t h e  l a s t  t w o  a r e  a r g u a b l y  d i s t i n c t .  
T h e  p s i  e x p l a n a t i o n  c a n  c o v e r  a n y  k i n d  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  a c q u i s i t i o n  
b u t  i s  n o n - e x p l a n a t o r v  a n d  w e a k .  T h e  ' m a g i c a l '  e x p l a n a t i o n
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m i g h t  b e  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  t e s t e d  a n d  p r e f e r r e d  t o  i t  b e c a u s e  o f  i t s  
g r e a t e r  p r e d i c t i v e  p o w e r ,  b u t  i n  a n y  c a s e  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  
i n t e r e s t  i s  w h e t h e r  e x p l a n a t i o n s  1 t o  5  a r e  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  a c c o u n t  
f o r  t h e  a p p a r e n t  s u c c e s s  o f  t h e  T a r o t ,  o r  w h e t h e r  a  f u r t h e r  
e x p l a n a t i o n ,  p e r h a p s  o f  t y p e  6  o r  7 ,  i s  r e q u i r e d .  T h e  e x p e r i m e n t  
w a s  d e s i g n e d  s o  a s  t o  c o m p a r e  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  w h i c h  a l l  
e x p l a n a t i o n s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  w i t h  t h a t  i n  w h i c h  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  1 t o  5  
a r e  e x c l u d e d .  S i n c e  i t  i s  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  s a y ,  a  p r i o r i ,  w h e t h e r  
t h e  r i t u a l  a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  p r o c e s s  a r e  n e c e s s a r y ,  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t  
w a s  d e s i g n e d  t o  u s e ,  a s  f a r  a s  p o s s i b l e ,  e x a c t l y  t h e  s a m e  
p r o c e d u r e  a s  i s  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  u s e d .
M e t h o d
S u b j e c t s .
S s  w e r e  1 0  s t u d e n t s ,  5  m a S e . a n d  5  f e m a l e ,  w h o  h a d  t a k e n  p a r t  i n  
a  p a r a p s y c h o l o g y  c o u r s e  a n d  e x p r e s s e d  a  s p e c i a l  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  
T a r o t .  A l l  o f  t h e m  k n e w  a t  l e a s t  a  l i t t l e  a b o u t  t h e  T a r o t  a n d  t c n e w  
E  f a i r l y  w e l l .
E x p e r i m e n t e r s .
E l  ( m y s e l f )  a l s o  a c t e d  a s  T a r o t  r e a d e r  ( R )  i n  a l l  t e s t s .  T h e  
a s s i s t a n t  e x p e r i m e n t e r  ( E 2 )  w a s  a  s t u d e n t  w h o  v o l u n t e e r e d  f o r  
t h e  j o b .  S h e  k n e w  h o w  t o  u s e  t h e  T a r o t  p r i o r  t o  t h e  e x p e r i m e n t .
S h e  k n e w  E l  f a i r l y  w e l l  a n d  w a s  a  f r i e n d  o f  m a n y  o f  t h e  S s .
P r o c e d u r e .
E a c h  S  h a d  w h a t  m i g h t  b e  c a l l e d  a n  o r d i n a r y  r e a d i n g .  T h a t  i s  a  
r e a d i n g  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  m a n n e r  b y  R ,  w i t h  R  a n d  Q  
f a c e  t o  f a c e .  T h e  p r o c e d u r e  w a s  a s  f o l l o w s
R  f i r s t  s h u f f l e d  t h e  c a r d s  a n d  s p r e a d  t h e m  o n  t h e  t a b l e  f o r  Q  t o  
s h u f f l e .  W h e n  Q  w a s  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  h i s  s h u f f l i n g  h e  w a s  a s k e d  t o  
p u t  t h e  c a r d s  b a c k  i n t o  a  p a c k  a n d  c u t  i t  t h r e e  t i m e s  w i t h  h i s  l e f t  
h a n d .  R  t h e n  t o o k  t h e  p a c k  f r o m  h i m  a n d  l a i d  o u t  t h e  t o p  t e n  c a r d s  
i n  a  p a t t e r n  k n o w n  a s  t h e  ’ C e l t i c  C r o s s ’ , f a c e  d o w n .  C n e  b y  o n e  
R  t u r n e d  u p  t h e  c a r d s ,  i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  e a c h  i n  t h e  
p o s i t i o n  a n d  o r i e n t a t i o n  i n  w h i c h  i t  a p p e a r e d .  F i n a l l y  R  s u m m e d  
u p  t h e  p i c t u r e  o f  Q  o b t a i n e d .  T h r o u g h o u t  Q  w a s  a s k e d  t o  g i v e
a s  l i t t l e  f e e d b a c k  a s  p o s s i b l e ,  u n t i l  t h e  r e a d i n g  w a s  c o m p l e t e .
T h e  w h o l e  p r o c e s s  t o o k  b e t w e e n  1 5  a n d  2 0  m i n u t e s .
I t  m u s t  b e  e m p h a s i s e d  t h a t  t h e  p r e c i s e  m e t h o d  u s e d  i s  i d i o s y n c r a t i c  
t o  e a c h  r e a d e r ,  b u t  t h e  g e n e r a l  p a t t e r n  i s  t h e  s a m e .  S o m e  o f  
t h e s e  r e a d i n g s  t o o k  p l a c e  p r i v a t e l y  i n  a  q u i e t  r o o m .  O t h e r s ,  a t  
Q s  r e q u e s t ,  w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  o t h e r  S s .  A t  t h e  
e n d  o f  e a c h  r e a d i n g  Q  w a s  a s k e d  t o  r a t e  t h e  r e a d i n g  o n  a  1 t o  7  
s c a l e  a c c o r d i n g  t o  h o w  w e l l  h e  t h o u g h t  i t  a p p l i e d  t o  h i m .  A n s w e r s  
c o u l d  r a n g e  f r o m  1 .  N o t  a t  a l l ,  t h r o u g h  4 .  a v e r a g e ,  t o  7 .  t o t a l l y .  
F i v e  S s  h a d  t h e i r  o r d i n a r y  r e a d i n g s  b e f o r e  t h e  t e s t  r e a d i n g  a n d  
f i v e  a f t e r w a r d s .
T e s t  R e a d i n g s .
T h e  t e s t  r e a d i n g s  w e r e  c a r r i e d  o u t  b l i n d .  T h a t  i s  , t h e  r e a d e r  
h a d  o n l y  t h e  c a r d  o r d e r  t o  w o r k  f r o m  a n d  d i d  n o t  k n o w  w h o  t h e  
q u e r e n t  w a s .  T h e  t e s t s  w e r e  c o n d u c t e d  i n  t w o  s e s s i o n s ,  a s  f o l l o w s .
S e s s i o n  1 I n  E l ’ s  a b s e n c e ,  E 2  t o o k  e a c h  S  i n  t u r n  i n t o  a  q u i e t  
r o o m  a n d  c a r r i e d  o u t  t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  o f  a n  o r d i n a r y  r e a d i n g ,  t h e  
s h u f f l i n g  a n d  c u t t i n g  o f  t h e  p a c k .  T h e  S  t h e n  l e f t  a n d  E 2  r e c o r d e d  
t h e  n a m e ,  a s s i g n e d  a  l e t t e r  r a n d o m l y  t o  t h a t  S  a n d  r e c o r d e d  t h e  
o r d e r  a n d  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  t o p  t e n  c a r d s .  T h i s  w a s  r e p e a t e d  f o r  
a l l  1 0  S s .  E 2  k e p t  t h e  l i s t  o f  n a m e s  a n d  l e t t e r s  h i d d e n  u n t i l  a f t e r  
s e s s i o n  2 ,  g i v i n g  o n l y  a  l i s t  o f  l e t t e r s  a n d  c a r d  o r d e r s  t o  E l .
B e t w e e n  s e s s i o n s  D u r i n g  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  w e e k  E l  l a i d  o u t  e a c h  o f  
t h e  1 0  c a r d  o r d e r s  a n d  m a d e  a  r e a d i n g  f r o m  e a c h  o n e ,  w r i t i n g  
e a c h  o u t  a n d  a s s i g n i n g  i t  a  n e w  l e t t e r .  T h i s  w a s  n e c e s s a r y  i n  
c a s e  a n y  S  w a s  a b l e  t o  f i n d  o u t  h i s  f i r s t  l e t t e r  f r o m  E 3 .
S e s s i o n  2  I n  E 2 ’ s  a b s e n c e  E l  g a v e  e a c h  S  t h e  l i s t  o f  1 0  r e a d i n g s ,  
e a c h  w i t h  i t s  s e c o n d  l e t t e r ,  a n d  a s k e d  t h e m  t o  r e a d  e a c h  o n e  
c a r e f u l l y  a n d  t o  r a t e  i t  o n  t h e  s a m e  1 t o  7  s c a l e  u s e d  p r e v i o u s l y .  
T h e y  w e r e  t h e n  a s k e d  t o  c h o o s e  t h e  r e a d i n g  t h e y  t h o u g h t  w a s  t h e i r
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o w n  a n d  t o  r a n k  a l l  t h e  o t h e r s  a c c o r d i n g  t o  h o w  w e l l  t h e y  t h o u g h t  
t h e y  a p p l i e d  t o  t h e m .  T h i s  t h e n  g a v e  a  r a t i n g  a n d  a  r a n k  f o r  
e a c h  r e a d i n g  f o r  e a c h  S .  W h e n  a l l  S s  h a d  c o m p l e t e d  t h i s  t a s k  
t h e  r e s u l t s  w e r e  r e c o r d e d .  E 2  w a s  c a l l e d  i n ,  t h e  l i s t s  o f  l e t t e r s  
a n d  n a m e s  w e r e  p u t  t o g e t h e r  a n d  t h e  r e s u l t s  a s s e s s e d .
R e s u l t s
T h e  c o m p l e t e  r e s u l t s  c a n  b e s t  b e  d i s p l a y e d  i n  t h e  f o r m  o f  a  1 0  x  1 0  
m a t r i x  ( s e e  a p p a n d i x  1 6 ) .  T h e y  c a n  b e  a s s e s s e d  i n  t w o  w a y s ,  
f r o m  t h e  r a t i n g s  a n d  f r o m  t h e  r a n k s .
R a t i n g s
1 .  O r d i n a r y  r e a d i n g s .
T h e  o r d i n a r y  r e a d i n g s  w e r e  a  ' s u c c e s s '  i n  t h a t  S s  r a t e d  t h e m  
h i g h l y  o n  t h e  1 t o  7  s c a l e  o f  a p p l i c a b i l i t y .  N o  r a t i n g  g i v e n  w a s  
l o w e r  t h a n  4 .  a v e r a g e ,  a n d  m o s t  g a v e  6 .  v e r y  w e l l  ( x  = 5 . 7 ) .
T h i s  c o n f i r m s  t h e  b a s i c  p r e m i s s  o f  t h e  s t u d y ,  t h a t  S s  b e l i e v e d  
t h e  f a c e  t o  f a c e  r e a d i n g s  a p p l i e d  w e l l  t o  t h e m .  T h i s  c o u l d ,  o f  
c o u r s e ,  o c c u r  f o r  a n y  o f  t h e  r e a s o n s  s t a t e d  a b o v e ,  b u t  w a s  c h e c k e d  
t o  t e s t  t h e  a b i l i t y  o f  R  a n d  t o  p r o v i d e  a  b a s e l i n e  f o r  t h e  c o m p a r i s o n  
w i t h  t h e  t e s t  r e a d i n g .
2 .  T e s t  r e a d i n g s .
T h e r e  a r e  t w o  i m p o r t a n t  m e a s u r e s  h e r e ,  1 .  t h e  r a t i n g  e a c h  S  
g a v e  h i s  o w n  r e a d i n g ,  2 .  t h e  r a t i n g s  h e  g a v e  t o  a l l  o t h e r  r e a d i n g s .  
T h e  m e a n s  w e r e ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  4 .  1 a n d  3 .  2 .
T h e  r a t i n g s  g i v e n  t o  t h e  t e s t  r e a d i n g s  a r e  c l e a r l y  m u c h  l o w e r  t h a n  
t h o s e  g i v e n  t o  t h e  f a c e  t o  f a c e  r e a d i n g s  (  4 .  1 a n d  5 .  7 ) .  T h i s  
d i f f e r e n c e  i s  h i g h l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  (  t  =  3 .  5 4  9  d f  p  =  . 0 0 3  1 - t a i l e d ) . l  
T h i s  s h o w s  t h a t  a  l a r g e  p a r t  o f  t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  t h e  o r d i n a r y  r e a d i n g  
i s  d u e  t o  f a c t o r s  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  f a c e  t o  f a c e  s i t u a t i o n ,  b u t  a b s e n t  
i n  t h e  t e s t  r e a d i n g .  T h e s e  c o u l d  i n c l u d e  a l l  c u e s  p i c k e d  u p  
c o n s c i o u s l y  o r  u n c o n s c i o u s l y  b y  R ,  f e e d b a c k  g i v e n  b y  Q  a n d  Q ' s  
w i s h  t o  p l e a s e  R  b y  g i v i n g  a  g o o d  r a t i n g .  A l l  t h e s e  f a c t o r s  w o u l d  
b e  a b s e n t  f r o m  t h e  t e s t  r e a d i n g .
1 . 1 -  t a i l e d  t e s t s  w e r e  u s e d  t h r o u g h o u t  s i n c e  t h e r e  c o u l d  b e  n o
m e a n i n g  a t t a c h e d  t o  r e a d i n g s  w h i c h  w e r e  e x t r e m e l y  i n a p p l i c a b l e  t o
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W e  c a n  t h e n  a s k  w h e t h e r  t h e r e  i s  a n y  r e s i d u a l  e f f e c t  a f t e r  a l l  
t h e s e  f a c t o r s  h a v e  b e e n  e l i m i n a t e d ,  b y  c o m p a r i n g  t h e  r a t i n g s  
g i v e n  t o  S s ’  o w n  r e a d i n g s  w i t h  t h e  m e a n  r a t i n g s  t h e y  g a v e  a l l  
o t h e r s .  A g a i n  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  (  t  =  2 . 1 3  9  d f  
p  =  0 .  0 3  1 - t a i l e d ) .  T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  n o t  l a r g e  b u t  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  
t h e r e  i s  a n  e f f e c t  d u e  t o  t h e  c a r d s  w h i c h  r e m a i n s  w h e n  a l l  c u e s  
f r o m  t h e  q u e r e n t  h a v e  b e e n  e l i m i n a t e d .
R a n k s
I t  w a s  e x p e c t e d  t h a t  S s  w o u l d  r a n k  t h e i r  o w n  r e a d i n g  h i g h e r  
t h a n  o t h e r s .  A  s u m  . o f  r a n k s  o f  3 8  w a s  o b t a i n e d  w h i c h  i s  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l o w e r  t h a n  M C E  o f  5 5  (  p  =  0 .  0 4  1 - t a i l e d  a c c o r d i n g  
t o  M o r r i s  1 9 7 2 ,  o r  p  =  0 .  0 3 5  S o l f v i n  e t  a l  1 9 7 8 ) .  T h i s  i n d i c a t e s  
t h a t  S s  r a n k e d  t h e i r  o w n  r e a d i n g s  h i g h e r  t h a n  e x p e c t e d  b y  c h a n c e  
a n d  c o n f i r m s  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  g i v e n  b y  t h e  r a t i n g s ,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
s o m e  r e s i d u a l  e f f e c t  o f  t h e  c a r d s  i n  t h e  a b s e n c e  o f  c u e s  a v a i l a b l e  
f r o m  Q .
D i s c u s s i o n
T h e  r e s u l t s  a p p e a r  t o  s h o w  f i r s t l y  t h a t  f a c e  t o  f a c e  r e a d i n g  
w e r e  f a r  m o r e  s u c c e s s f u l  t h a n  b l i n d  t e s t  r e a d i n g s  a n d  s e c o n d l y  
t h a t  e v e n  w h e n  a l l  n o r m a l  c u e s  w e r e  r e m o v e d  t h e r e  w a s  s t i l l  
s o m e  r e s i d u a l  e f f e c t  o f  t h e  c a r d s .  H o w e v e r ,  t h e r e  a r e  t w o  
r e a s o n s  f o r  h e s i t a t i o n  i n  a c c e p t i n g  t h e  l a t t e r  c o n c l u s i o n .
F i r s t l y  i t  d e p e n d s  o n  t h e  u s e  o f  1 - t a i l e d  s i g n i f i c a n c e  t e s t s .  T h e s e  
w e r e  u s e d  s i n c e  i t  w a s  t h o u g h t  t h a t  r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  
o p p o s i t e  t o  t h a t  e x p e c t e d  w o u l d  b e  m e a n i n g l e s s .  H o w e v e r ,  i t  
c o u l d  b e  a r g u e d  t h a t  i n  p s i  r e s e a r c h  2 - t a i l e d  t e s t s  s h o u l d  a l w a y s  
b e  u s e d  b e c a u s e  o f  u n c e r t a i n t y  i n  p r e d i c t i n g  s c o r i n g  d i r e c t i o n s .  
T h i s  s i t u a t i o n  i s  a r g u a b l y  d i f f e r e n t  b e c a u s e  t h e  e x p e c t a t i o n  i s  
b a s e d  o n  t h e  n o r m a l  f u n c t i o n  o f  t h e  T a r o t  c a r d s .  N o n e t h e l e s s ,  
i t  c a n n o t  b e  d e n i e d  t h a t  i f  2 - t a i l e d  t e s t s  h a d  b e e n  u s e d  t h e  r e s u l t s  
i n d i c a t i n g  a  p a r a n o r m a l  e f f e c t  w o u l d  n o t  h a v e  b e e n  s i g n i f i c a n t .
The second problem concerns the independence of the rankings.
The tables of sums of ranks used here (Morris 1972 and Solfvin 
et al 1978) are only valid when the rankings are independent.
This was thought to be so here since each judge (i. e. S) only 
ranked each reading once, against himself. However, Kennedy (1979) 
has recently pointed out that in the case where the judges know 
each other they may be influenced by their knowledge of the 
preferences of the other judges and so some dependency is still 
possible. It therefore appears that the use of these tables was 
inappropriate here. The conclusion therefore rests on the results 
of the ratings alone and it is not certain whether these would be 
similarly affected by such dependencies.
Ss who knew each other well were deliberately used so as to 
provide an enjoyable experiment, in friendly atmosphere. It 
was not realised that this could invalidate the conclusions. Clearly 
further research, without this source of error is needed. A 
second Tarot experiment was carried out with Ss who did not 
know each other.
Conclus ion
In this experiment 10 Ss were each given a normal face to face 
Tarot reading and a blind test reading. The results of ratings 
and rankings by the Ss showed that, although the face to face 
reading was far more effective, the blind reading still showed 
evidence of being successful since Ss were able to rank and 
rate their own reading, from among 9 others, higher than would 
be expected by chance alone. However, there is reason to doubt 
the validity of the statistical tests used here and therefore 
further research is required.
/
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12:3 An Experiment with the Tarot 2
Introduction
In the previous experiment positive results were obtained but 
since the Ss knew each other some doubt was cast on the 
independence of their rankings and hence on the validity of the 
statistical tests used. In this experiment the same method was 
used but the Ss did not know each other.
Method
Subjects.
10 Ss and an assistant experimenter (E2) were recruited from an 
advertisement in the student magazine. There were 8  students 
and 2 others, 4 males and 6  females. E2 was a female student.
None of them was previously known to El. They had little 
previous knowledge of the Tarot.
Procedure.
The procedure was identical to that used in the previous experiment. 
Results
The complete data appear in appendix 17. The results can be 
assessed as for the previous experiment.
Ratings
Again the ordinary readings were successful. The mean rating 
was 5. 4 which is a little lower than before (5. 7) but the difference 
is not significant (t = 0. 82 18 df p = 0. 43). This compares with 
a mean rating for Ss5 own test reading of 3. 3, and a mean rating 
for all other readings of 3. 2.
The difference between the rating accorded to the ordinary
reading and to the test reading is again large ( t = 3. 71 9,df p = 0. 00.5)
but there is no significant difference between the mean rating
accorded to Ss' own readings and that to others ( t = 0. 21 9 df p = 0. 84)
although the small difference is in the expected direction.
This implies there was no residual effect of the cards when the 
other cues had been removed.
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Ranks
The same conclusion can be drawn from the ranks. The sum of 
ranks is 52. This is slightly less than MCE of 55 but this 
difference is not significant according to either table.
Discussion
The results of this experiment did not confirm those of the first. 
That is, in the test reading, when all cues other than card 
order were removed, Ss were not able to rate or rank their 
own reading higher than others. The two experiments used the 
same procedure and as far as possible were similar except 
for the Ss. In the first the Ss all knew each other and were 
interested and enthusiastic about the Tarot. In the second they 
were mostly unknown to each other, except for two pairs of 
friends who took part, and knew little about the Tarot. There 
are two reasons why this difference could be responsible for the 
difference in the results.
1. It could be argued that the first experiment took place in a 
psi-conducive atmosphere.: The Ss and Es all knew each other 
and were cooperating in a joint experiment. On the other hand 
the second experiment could be seen as taking place in a non- 
conducive atmosphere. The Ss did not have a friendly 
relationship with each other or the Es and had no particular 
interest in the experiment. It could be argued that this difference 
was responsible for the difference in the results.
2. The results of the first experiment could have been spurious 
as a result of the dependencies in the judging of the readings 
which invalidated the statistical test used. Such dependencies 
were less likely to have occurred in the second experiment, since 
the Ss did not know each other and therefore these latter results 
reflect the truth of the null (i. e. chance) hypothesis.
Before accepting the latter as the correct explanation it may be 
possible to go some way towards separating the two by repeating
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the experiment with Ss who do not know each other, but are 
nonetheless enthusiastic about the experiment. The following 
experiment used just such Ss.
Conclus ion
This experiment used the same procedure as the first but 
the results showed that although face to face readings were 
successful the blind readings were not. That is Ss did not 
rate or rank their own readings higher than others. Possible 
reasons for this dfference include that the results of the first 
experiment were spurious, or that the subject differences 
allowed a psi-condicive situation in the first but not the second 
experiment. A final experiment was carried out in the hope 
of deciding between these interpretations.
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12 :4 An Experiment with the Tarot 3
Introduction
A third experiment was carried out with Ss who were interested 
in psi research but were not known to each other or to the 
experimenter. This was made possible by Jo-Marie Haight 
who kindly offered to act as assistant experimenter. The method 
used was almost identical to that used previously except that 
the materials had to be sent by post and for obvious reasons no 
face to face readings were possible.
Method
Experimenters.
E l, myself, also acted as Tarot reader and coordinator. The 
assistant experimenter (E2), Jo-Marie Haight, was in Durham, 
North Carolina.
Subjects.
E2 chose 10 Ss whose identity was not known to El until after
the experiment was over. They were all involved in parapsychology
in the U.S. A.
Procedure.
E2 chose 10 Ss and asked each one to shuffle and cut a pack of 
Tarot cards, as for previous experiments. She then recorded 
the name and order of the top ten cards, assigned a letter to 
each and sent the list of letters and card orders to El. Cn receipt 
of these El made a reading for each, assigned each a new letter 
and sent the readings back to E2. E2 distributed the readings to 
all Ss with instructions for rating and ranking them identical to 
those used previously. 9Ss completed the task and returned the 
data to E2 who forwarded it to El. El could then match up, with 
the aid of the letter codes, the readings and names and so assess 
the results.
Results
The complete results are given in appendix 18.
The ranks and ratings can be assessed separately as follows
Ratings For 9 Ss the mean rating assigned to their own 
reading was 3. 4, and to others 3. 3. The difference is in the 
expected direction but is not significant ( t = 0. 47 8  df p = 0. 65).
Ranks The mean rank assigned to Ss? own readings was 5. 0 
(MCE = 5. 5) and the sum of ranks was 45 (MCE = 49. 5). The 
difference is again in the expected direction but is not 
significant ( see Solfvin et al 1978).
Discussion
This experiment was designed to isolate the Tarot reader from 
the Ss and to use Ss who did not know each other but yet were 
interested in the study. Although the Ss did in fact know each 
other they were not aware of the identity of the other Ss and 
therefore no dependencies are expected in their judging. The 
ranks test used can therefore be assumed to be valid. The method 
succeeded in eliminating all cues from the Ss except the card 
order. To this extent it succeeded in testing the original hypothesis.
However, it could be argued that in doing so the procedure used 
was too sterile and impersonal and that this destroys the 
atmosphere or special situation most conducive to the operation 
of the Tarot cards. Certainly if an important factor in obtaining 
psi is the relationship between the E and Ss then this experiment 
would be expected to fail since this relationship was reduced 
to a few written words. It is therefore still difficult to draw firm 
conclusions.
Conclusion
A third experiment on the Tarot was carried out using Ss who 
did not know the identity of the other Ss but who were interested 
in the experiment. Chance results were obtained.
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12:5 Summary and Discussion of Results
Three experiments on the Tarot have now been reported. The 
first obtained significant results which might indicate the 
effectiveness of the Tarot cards in the absence of normal cues 
while the other two obtained only chance results. Two arguments 
can be applied to these results. Firstly we may argue that the 
first experiment obtained significant results because it provided 
a specially psi conducive situation. The experimenter was 
interested and enthusiastic about the study, had a close 
relationship with the Ss and they formed a close group also 
keen for the experiment to succeed. The later experiments 
failed to duplicate this special situation firstly because an 
experimenter can never put as much enthusiasm into a 
replication, secondly because the Ss did not form a close group 
and thirdly because the precautions against spurious results 
eliminated the positive relationship between E and S.
If this line of argument is followed then we would conclude 
that the Tarot can only work effectively if a very special situation 
occurs. This severely limits the usefulness of this kind of 
experiment. If this argument is to be tested then the special 
situation will have to be duplicated and the results compared 
with those obtained in other situations. This is extremely hard 
to do. If such a special situation was indeed created it was 
through a combination of factors each hard enough to produce 
on demand and even more so in combination. Previous results 
obtained here indicate that certain of these factors on their 
own are not sufficient to produce psi. A  strong cohesive group 
of Ss took part in the ganzfeld study (11:2) but scores were at 
chance. Good relationships between E and Ss also obtained 
in previous experiments but without effect and E was very 
enthusiastic about the early experiments but these did not 
produce positive results.
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This argument may in fact be valid but it suffers from the 
serious problem that it is very hard to test. In any 
circumstances when negative results are obtained, it can be 
used to account for them on the grounds that the situation was 
not quite right.
The alternative argument is that the results of the first 
experiment were spurious. The significant result obtained 
in the ranks test was invalidated because of a violation of the 
assumption of independence on which it rests. This leaves 
only the significant difference in the ratings and although the 
use of a 1 -tailed test can be justified here, this would not be 
significant on a 2-tailed test. It is perhaps unjustified to 
reject the null hypothesis on the basis of this barely 
significant result obtained in only one of three experiments.
These Tarot studies can be seen in the context of all the 
attempts to elicit psi by incorporating suggestions arising from 
the earlier experiments. With the doubtful exception of one 
of the three Tarot experiments, all these have met with failure. 
They used young children, trained Ss, altered states of 
consciousness and a traditional psi-conducive situation of 
special interest to the experimenter, but the results were no 
better than those obtained by group testing in the earlier 
studies. All these approaches were tried in the hope of 
finding an experimental paradigm within which ESP would occur 
so that it would be possible to proceed to answering the questions 
asked at the outset. No such paradigm has been found.
P A R T  111 DISCUSSION
C H A P T E R  13
SUMMARY OF EXPERIMENTAL WORK
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I began by describing several theories of ESP which, Ln one way 
or another, attempt to relate ESP to more familiar psychological 
processes. I argued that, if we are to progress with integrating 
ESP into psychology, experiments must answer two main questions.
1 . Does ESP resemble other cognitive processes ?
2. Which theory, if any, best accounts for the facts ?
The theories considered all likened ESP in various ways, to the 
processes of perception and memory. I therefore designed 
experiments to find out how ESP compares with these two familiar 
processes. Since a great deal is known about them many 
experimental approaches were available for comparing them 
with ESP. The following were used:-
1. The study of errors and confusions in ESP.
2. The effects of varying the type of target material.
3. The study of correlations between ESP and memory ability.
It was hoped that data from these three approaches would 
establish a pattern showing ESP to be similar or dissimilar to 
known cognitive processes in consistent ways. The various 
theories could then be reconsidered in the light of these findings 
and new hypotheses might then be generated. This hope was 
unfulfilled. 17 experiments were carried out, using these three 
approaches, and were reported in Chapters 6 - 8 . All gave overall 
results close to chance expectation. Some significant effects cr 
correlations were found but none of these was successfully 
replicated and the pattern which emerged was confusing. Attempts 
to make sense of them failed and, as far as this could be assessed, 
the number of significant findings obtained appeared close to
that to be expected from the number of significance tests carried 
out. The simplestaccount of all the data appeared to be the null 
hypothesis, that no ESP occuned in any of the experiments.
However, ESP is notoriously hard to detect and harder to control.
It is argued that psi-hitting and psi-missing may occur together 
their effects cancelling each other. Therefore some of the data
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were reanalysed according to certain relevant variables to see 
whether this had occurred here. Data from questionnaires 
and from a question on belief in ESP made this possible, but no 
scoring differences between groups divided on these bases 
were found. Other measures of ESP, which may be concealed 
within overall chance scores, include variance and position 
effects. Data from several experiments were reanalysed. Variance 
was compared with the expected variance, and both overall 
position effects by run, and declines from first to last run were 
tested, but no extra-chance effects were found.
After completing these analyses there was no evidence that ESP 
had occurred, and yet no proof that it had not. At this point, 
necessarily arbitrarily, I reluctantly conceded that no ESP had 
occurred. Instead of proceeding to more detailed tests of the 
theories it seemed more important to obtain some ESP. Many 
suggestions had been made for improving the experiments, and 
these were incorporated into further studies. These suggestions 
were:-
1. The experiments should be carried out in friendly and attractive 
surroundings rather than in a lecture theatre.
2. Individuals rather than large groups should be tested.
3. Selected subjects should be used.
4. The subjects’ state of consciousness should be conducive to psi.
5. The experimenter might be inadequate.
The first four of these suggestions were incorporated into further 
experiments. There is evidence that young children may make 
good ESP subjects. In two experiments children aged 3-5 were 
tested, individually, in the friendly and familiar surroundings of 
their playgroup, with a friend as agent. In both experiments 
overall ESP scores were close to chance expectation.
Subjects with special ESP ability were not available. Therefore 
a small group of subjects was trained in skills thought to be
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relevant to ESP performance, relaxation and imagery. Trained 
subjects improved in their imagery, but not in their ESP performance.
None of the above experiments used psi-conducive states of 
consciousness. Ganzfeld stimulation is thought to induce such 
a state. Therefore trained and control subjects were tested for 
ESP in the ganzfeld. Although the trained subjects reported 
better imagery in ganzfeld their ESP scores were not correspondingly 
higher and overall scores for all subjects were close to chance 
expectation.
A final approach, the use of Tarot cards for divination, was of 
particular interest to me, as experimenter. If my own negative 
attitude towards psi was responsible for the poor results then 
this approach should be more successful. In a first experiment 
significant results were obtained. These could have been due 
to the special enthusiasm and close relationship between the subjects 
and experimenter but were more likely to be spurious since the 
conditions may have violated the assumptions of the statistical 
test used. Two further experiments failed to replicate these 
findings and the null hypothesis could not be rejected on the basis 
of one barely significant, and possibly invalid, finding in three 
experiments. None of these experiments provided an experimental 
paradigm within which theories of ESP could be tested.
testing 320 Ss
Altogether the results of 24 experiments/have been reported.
The results failed either to provide any evidence for ESP or to 
answer the questions set out at the beginning. It cannot be 
ascertained whether ESP resembles other cognitive processes, 
nor which theory of ESP best accounts for the facts, in the 
absence of any ESP.
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C H A P T E R  14
DISCUSSION
SI)
24 experiments have been described in some detail and the 
results can now be considered more generally, in the context 
of the earlier theoretical discussion. Firstly, it is clear that 
the original aims of the experimental programme were not 
fulfilled. That is, two specific questions were asked about 
the nature of ESP but could not be answered in the absence of 
evidence for ESP.
We may then retrace our steps to the dilemma presented at 
the outset. This was that from the viewpoint of modern cognitive 
psychology, ESP appears not to make sense, indeed to be N
impossible, and yet there is evidence that it exists. Do the 
results of the experiments reported here shed any light on this 
dilemma ?
I believe there is not one simple solution either to this question 
or to interpreting the results, but a number of possible arguments 
that can be used. I shall consider just three which I think are 
particularly important. These are as follows
1. ESP did occur in these experiments but I failed to detect it.
2. ESP did not occur in these experiments but does occur in others.
3. ESP did not occur either in these experiments nor any others. 
The first of these can be dealt with quickly, but the other two 
deserve more careful consideration. I shall discuss each in turn.
1. ESP did occur in these experiments but I failed to detect it.
This irrefutable argument has already been discussed. It is 
unhelpful for several reasons. It allows for no progress in terms 
of any questions asked about ESP or in resolving the dilemma 
raised by the evidence for ESP. It simply adjures one to keep on 
searching. It cannot logically be rejected since there may be an 
infinity of ways in which ESP could manifest itself and therefore 
one can never be certain that it had not gone undetected. One can 
only deal with this problem by deciding at some point, arbitrarily,
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that the pursuit of ever more esoteric methods of searching for 
ESP in the data is not worthwhile, bearing in mind also that when 
increasing the amount of analysis, the probability of spurious 
findings becomes higher. I had planned to analyse the data only 
with fairly standard methods, using t-tests or chi-square to 
compare group means, or means with chance expectation, by 
correlations, and by analysis of sums of ranks. Very few of 
these analyses provided significant effects. In each section an 
estimate was attempted of the significance of each finding in the 
context of the number of analyses carried out. It was concluded 
that they provided no basis for rejecting the hypothesis that 
chance alone accounted for the results. Additional, unplanned 
analysis can be misleading, but here seemed justified in case 
ESP effects were undetected in the data. Results from several 
experiments were reanalysed in.terms of variance and position 
effects, two methods commonly used in parapsychology in 
addition to measures of central tendency. These only served 
to confirm the picture of the obtained results fitting very closely 
the expected distributions. At this point no further analysis 
seemed justified. Although it always remains a possibility that 
ESP effects are hidden within these data, I chose to reject this 
argument.
The second and third arguments really amount to the case for 
or against the existence of ESP. If ESP did not occur here we 
may ask whether it ever occurs. If it does why did it not occur 
here ? If it does not, what is the explanation for other evidence 
for ESP ? Let us consider both sides of this argument.
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2. ESP did not occur Ln these experiments but does occur in others.
This argument offers no immediate answers to the questions 
posed here, nor resolution of the dilemma presented by the 
evidence for ESP. However, it could potentially lead to progress 
in parapsychology. If ESP does occur on some occasions and 
not others then if should theoretically be possible to elucidate 
the variables controlling its occurrence. If this were done it 
would be the first step towards understanding ESP.
A truly unhelpful suggestion, but one which has been made from 
time to time, is that ESP is inherently unpredictable. If this is 
the case then the repeatable, or even partially repeatible 
experiment is impossible even in theory and the whole attempt to 
investigate ESP systematically must be abandonned.
Most parapsychologists prefer to proceed systematically to 
question the variables which may be involved in the appearance 
or non-appearance of ESP. Many of these have already been 
discussed and some explicitly tested. No evidence was found 
that any of them affected ESP scores. This does not, of course, 
show that they are unimportant. Particular combinations of 
variables may be needed, or some special necessary condition 
before their effects can be detected. However, the more complex 
the model becomes , the less useful it is likely to be.
Rather than constructing such complex models, hopes seem at 
present to be pinned on aspects of one variable, the experimenter. 
Many studies (for reviews see Kennedy and Taddonio 1976,
White 1977) have shown that the mood, attitude or expectations 
of the experimenter, and the relationship he creates with his 
subjects, can affect the ESP scores obtained. If this is so then 
studies of the experimenter effect take high priority in parapsychology. 
It is important to distinguish here between the notion of sensory
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based and psi-mediated experimenter effects. If experimenter 
differences are due to the former then it is theoretically possible 
to measure and control the variables involved. If the latter 
is responsible then a more difficult job lies ahead. Experiments 
comparing the psi ability of different experimenters are themselves 
affected by the experimenter effect and so on. Nonetheless, it 
may be hoped that either way research will provide some 
answers to these questions.
This provides some hope for future research, but a word of 
caution is needed here. The experimenter effect has been 
referred to as a scapegoat for failed parapsychologists.
Whenever an experiment fails to produce positive results we may 
turn to those variables which were not tested or not present, 
for the reason for failure. The experimenter effect provides 
the ideal scapegoat of this kind. It can account for the disparate 
results not only of experiments from different researchers, but 
of one researcher's replications. But the relevant variables 
are hard to measure, control or test and it can always be argued 
that they were not quite right. A  thoroughly cynical view might 
be to liken this argument to superstitious behaviour.
Of course, the fact that the experimenter effect provides a 
perfect scapegoat is no proof that it is no more than that. Indeed 
it may provide the key to repeatable results in the future, and 
it is certainly investigable. Comparisons of results between 
experimenters in otherwise identical conditions provide the 
obvious test case, and comparisons of the personality of 
successful and unsuccessful experimenters have already been 
carried out (Sargent 1979a).
I would, however, add this. The argument considered here, 
like the first, is irrefutable. There will always be variables 
which, in any given study, have not been considered and could be 
relevant to the results. These could be sought ad infinitum.
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For myself, I have investigated those variables I thought 
especially relevant or interesting and failed to find any effect 
or any evidence for ESP. It is certainly the case that should I 
choose to persevere with studies of ESP I may find the missing 
variables. If they lie within myself, as experimenter, they will 
be hard to find, but not impossible. For example, comparative 
studies with other experimenters may elucidate them. But on the 
other hand I may not find them. It is unfortunate, but true, that 
if I continued to carry out ESP experiments all my life and still 
found no signs of ESP then this argument would still maintain 
the force it has today. The questions would remain unanswered 
and the dilemma unresolved.
It may then seem pointless to continue. Gibson (1979) has 
likened parapsychologists to the audience of the’Royal Nonesuch’ 
in Huckleberry Finn, who paid 50 cents for a non-existent show 
and then, instead of disclaiming the hoax, praised the show so 
as not to look fools. So, he argued, parapsychologists continue 
only to get their 50 cents worth for the "immense expense of 
effort in a blind alley". What then does this example advocate ? 
That one should abandon the investigation altogether and admit to 
having been fooled ? 1 believe not, for in one sense the 
investigation of parapsychology cannot be a blind alley until 
there is some resolution to the dilemma it presents. It benefits 
no-one to abandon the problem, to which there must be some 
solution. For this reason I shall not abandon the search, as he 
advocates, but continue to look for answers to the questions 
posed here. And in that search it is essential to consider, as 
fairly as possible, both this second argument, and the next.
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3. ESP did not occur either in these experiments nor in any others.
If ESP did not occur either here or elsewhere, in fact if it did 
not exist, our dilemma disappears. The impossible or improbable 
does not after ail occur. But can this tempting resolution to 
the problem be defended ?
I have already argued for taking the step to say that no ESP 
occurred in the experiments reported here. It is another step, 
and I believe an unjustifiable one, to conclude that therefore it 
does not ever occur, or indeed that it does not exist. It 
cannot follow that because ESP did not occur on some specified 
occasion it does not ever occur.
This, to me, constitutes the main problem of ESP. Because of 
its negative definition its existence cannot be disproved by any 
amount of negative findings. Can this argument therefore be 
supported at all ? I believe we may choose to draw the conclusion 
that ESP does not exist, not on the grounds that it has failed to 
appear in some specified case, but because this conclusion 
provides the best account of all the data available.
Having said that, we are thrown into the midst of ail the arguments 
upheld by the sceptics since the beginning of psychical research. 
Since this problem is undeniably raised by the results of the 
experiments reported here, I hope the reader will bear with me 
in discussing these issues at some length.
If we are to argue that ESP does not exist we face two tasks.
Firstly we must provide some alternative account for all the 
evidence which suggests that it does, and secondly we must 
argue that this alternative explanation is preferable to the ESP 
hypothesis. Sceptics have argued on both these lines, and in 
great detail (some of these arguments were discussed in Chapter 1).
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I cannot hope to contribute a definitive statement on either. I 
can only present my own views on these difficult issues.
I shall take the two points in turn. Firstly, what is the 
alternative to the ESP hypothesis ? Fortunately not one alternative 
is required. It could be the case that different parts of the 
evidence for ESP can be accounted for in different ways. We 
may therefore consider a variety of possible alternatives.
Since we are concerned here with the experimental evidence for 
ESP, not the anecdotal, only this will be considered. The 
alternatives which present themselves are as follows
1. Faulty experimental design (sensory leakage and so on)
2. Faulty uses of, or conclusions from, statistics.
3. Selection of results.
4. Fraud ( by experimenter, subjects or others)
These will be considered in turn.
1. Faulty experimental design.
The early errors made in experimental design have already been 
discussed. Sensory leakage was inadvertently allowed in some 
studies by poor screening of the cards, inadequate separation of 
agent and percipient and so on. Such errors were rapidly 
eliminated, especially since critics such as Kennedy (1939) 
were quick to point them out. It might be thought that in modern 
parapsychology these problems are irrelevant. However, sensory 
leakage has reappeared in more subtle form, for example in 
recent free-response studies. A  simple error is that in some 
studies, where pictures are targets, . . the same picture handled 
by the agent is mixed with others, unhandled, for judging by the 
subject or other judges. Fingerprints, crumpling or warmth 
may give clues to the judge. Kennedy (1979, a different Kennedy) 
has pointed out that the psi’conducive states often used in such
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experiments may increase subjects' sensitivity to such subliminal 
sensory cues. This problem can easily be eliminated by using 
two identical sets of pictures (but it must be admitted that the 
ganzfeld study reported here included this possible source of 
error).
A more subtle problem was pointed out by Stokes (1978a). Bisaha 
and Dunne (1977) reported a remote viewing experiment in which 
the judges compared subjects' descriptions with photographs 
of target locations taken on the same day as each served as target. 
This meant that clues to the weather on any day might allow 
descriptions and locations to be correctly matched, so producing 
the significant results. As Kennedy (1979) notes, this is 
particularly plausible since the experiments were carried out 
in early spring when, as the experimenters themselves noted, 
a few days can make a considerable difference to the appearance 
of a site.
Similar arguments have been used against the apparently highly 
significant findings of Targ and Puthoff's (1977) experiments in 
remote viewing. In these experiments the outbound experimenter 
typically visited the target location while a subject gave impressions 
of that location. A transcript of these impressions was made 
and judges later compared these with the target locations. Marks 
and Kamman (1978) argued that although it was not stated in 
their report (Puthoff and Targ 1976) the judges were given 
the targets in the correct (i. e. original) sequence. Also the 
subjects' transcripts included cues which might indicate their 
correct position in the series, enabling the judges to rank them 
correctly. Marks and Kamman removed all these cues and gave 
the transcripts to two new judges who then failed to rank them 
correctly. This debate is not yet resolved. Mr it does suggest 
another possible source of error.
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Stokes (1978a) also criticised a dream study in which one of 
the agents also acted as judge, ranking each target against the 
subjects' dream protocols for each night. Since 'day~residues' 
may be incorporated into dreams this judge may have been able 
to infer unconsciously which dreams occurred on which night, 
and since he was agent he would naturally have known which was 
target on each night.
Problems such as these seem fairly common on free-response 
research and often go unnoticed, even by the sophisticated 
reader. They may certainly be responsible for a few results being 
spuriously reported as due to ESP but it is to be hoped that with 
critics to point them out, these errors will be eliminated in 
future research.
Other faults in experimental design include inadequate randomisation 
of targets sequences. A  rare error is the omission of any 
randomising of target sequences, but Spinelli (1978), in GESP 
experiments with young children, allowed the child agent to choose 
the target, which means that any similarity in preferences or 
preferred sequences, could have accounted for the highly significant 
results obtained (this applied only io part of the series, see p 254)
More common is inadequate randomisation. This ought perhaps 
to have been eliminated with the ready availability of random 
number tables and generators. However, it is precisely the 
latter which can cause problems if they produce other than random 
sequences. Authors often report randomness checks on such 
machines but these frequently measure only singlet bias towards 
certain targets and do not detect sequential dependencies. Tart
(1976) reported successful training of subjects with immediate 
feedback given by specially designed training machines, but his 
method has been severely criticised (Gardner 1977, Stanford 1977, 
Thouless .1977, Gatlin 1979). For example Gardner examined
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the raw data and found that the machine was producing too few 
"twins", and subjects are known to produce less repeated 
symbols than chance would predict. Tart (1979) showed that 
this was due to an error in the design of the push button activating 
trials, but argued that the potential effect of this error was 
trivial compared to the size of the effect obtained. Gatlin 
(1977, 1979) has suggested that the output of his machines 
followed certain subtle patterns which subjects could unconsciously 
learn to reproduce so obtaining matches between target and 
guessing sequences, this being made possible by the feedback 
given to the subjects. She also showed that the scoring rate in 
Tart’s experiments was correlated with the degree of patterning 
in the target sequences. This suggestion of Gatlin’s led to 
fierce debate. Tart (1979) argued that Gatlin’s method of; analysis 
did not provide measures of the predictability of the target 
sequences and further, that inspection of the data shows that 
subjects did not use the strategies she suggested. Whatever 
the truth behind this one study, this debate emphasises the 
importance of using truly unpredictable sequences in experiments 
with feedback.
There can be other problems with target order. For example 
the stacking effect has already been discussed. When the same 
target or target sequence is used for many subjects estimates 
of significance may be artificially inflated. This may have occurred 
in early experiments reported here, and later experiments, which 
eliminated this problem, did not replicate earlier significant 
results. This error is in fact rarely found in contemporary 
research but Stokes (1978a) points out that Braud’s (1977) dream 
telepathy experiments included this possibility since all subjects 
had the same target on any night. A  similar problem is likely 
to arise whenever one target is used for many distributed subjects, 
as, for example, in broadcast ESP experiments.
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Finally, we may include in this section simple negligence or 
poor standards of experimental conduct. Sensory leakage can 
occur via an experimenter effect if the experimenter interacts 
with subjects when he knows the correct target. This is rare 
but according to Stokes (1977) occurred in one of Palmer's 
experiments on OBE induction and an EEG experiment by Kelly. 
Stokes (1977) also reports that Tart lost some of the records 
of his highest scoring subjects. Spinelli (1977,1978) reports 
neither how frequently target orders were changed nor how 
these were determined in some of his experiments, and in crucial 
final experiments carried out in his absence he erroneously 
reports that all target sequences were selected from random 
number tables by independent secretaries, when this was so 
only for some sessions, not all. He also, like Tart, lost much 
of the data for the highly significant sessions.
These are just a few examples where experimental design has 
been less than adequate and where it would be unjustified to 
conclude that ESP was responsible for significant findings.
2. Faulty uses of, or conclusions from, statistics.
Experiments may be designed and carried out faultlessly but then 
inappropriate statistics applied or unjustified conclusions drawn 
from them (I have been guilty of such errors myself). The normal 
approximation to binomial and the critical ratio are frequently 
used in parapsychology but sometimes when N is too small or p 
differs too greatly from 5 , and the continuity correction is not 
always used when it should be (see Kennedy 1979). These methods 
are also sometimes used to compare two groups even though they 
do not treat the individual members of the groups as units (Thouless 
1976)
The statistical regression artifact may also have been responsible 
for some erroneous theorising. If extreme values are obtained
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on some variable by chance in one test, then they are likely, by
chance, to regress towards the mean in a subsequent test. If
items, targets or whatever, obtaining extreme values on one
Occasion are singled out for future consideration it may, artifactually,
appear that some paranormal process is involved in altering the
scores obtained with them. Child (1977) has argued that Kreitler
and Kreitler (1972) did just that in singling out letters which,
under one condition without ESP, were poorly identified, but in
another, with ESP, obtained better scores. Kreitler and Kreitler
(1977) refuted this suggestion, but whether or not this artifact
was responsible for these particular results, it is clearly one
to be avoided and one which easily misleads (see Tversky and 
Kahneman 1974).
All statistical tests make certain assumptions about the data 
which must be fulfilled for the test to be valid. One of the most 
common types of assumption involves the independence of the 
data. Kennedy (1979) has discussed several examples of free- 
response experiments in which independence has been improperly 
assumed. For example, if a judge is given all the response 
protocols and all the targets and asked to rank them he may be 
instructed to treat the targets independently, i. e8 he may given 
the same rank to more than one pair. However, the fact that he 
was instructed to treat them independently does not ensure that he 
will, and independence cannot properly be assumed. This can be 
avoided by using correct judging procedures. For example, a 
target can be mixed with a group of 'dummies' from the target 
pool for judging, as was done in the ganzfeld experiment reported 
here (11:2). Other methods, such as the use of a different judge 
for each target, may appear at first sight to be valid but Kennedy 
points out that they may not be if the judges know each other and 
are likely to be influenced by this knowledge. This is precisely 
the problem encountered in the first Tarot experiment reported 
here (1 2 :2 ).
323
Kennedy lists three hypnotic dream studies which used binomial 
or preferential ranking methods when independence of ranks 
could not be assumed, a precognitive dream study erroneously 
using binomial methods and several re mote vie wing experiments 
incorrectly using the preferential ranking method. He reanalysed 
the data of these showing that in some cases the significance 
dropped to chance, while in others results were significant with 
either analysis. With the increasing use of free-response 
methods in parapsychology it is especially important that these 
mistakes are eliminated.
Honorton (197Sb)designed a set of binary coded pictorial targets 
with the presence or absence of 1 0  categories of material.
This allows simple analysis leading to high estimates of significance 
for good matches. These targets have been used by Honorton 
and other researchers but Thouless (1976 ) points out that the 
analysis depends on the assumption that the chance expectation 
for presence or absence of any category is 0. 5. If this is not so 
significance may be overestimated. On top of this problem 
Stokes (1977) reports two studies which used Honorton’s system 
but without the complete set of targets, further reducing the 
validity of any conclusions drawn.
Other sources of error from the use of statistics are less definite 
but may be more important. For example it is well understood 
that post hoc findings should not be reported as though they were 
predicted, but it is difficult to distinguish the two clearly. Few 
experimenters record beforehand their predictions and intended 
analysis. It is to be welcomed that the European Journal of 
Parapsychology lays down as policy that experimenters should 
send such details to the journal before carrying out the experiments. 
But few experimenters do this and it is easy to imagine that in 
writing papers the results may appear more closely related to the 
stated predictions than they should, without any author deliberately
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setting out to deceive. Post hoc findings may, of course, be 
useful in leading to future research but they may equally lead to 
blind alleys. Wiklund (1977), in a study of experimenter effects, 
found no significant effects from his planned analyses but a 
highly significant post hoc sex effect. He could have interpreted 
this as evidence for psi but in fact had only carried out the analysis 
to show how easy it is to produce post hoc 'results'. He argued 
that if in fact ESP did not exist post hoc effects would be one of 
the many factors contributing to 'successful' parapsychology 
experiments.
The problem of the interpretation of post hoc results is really 
only a subset of the wider problem of multiple analysis. It is 
to be expected that many analyses will be carried out on any set 
of data. Different analyses may show different things, but it is 
important to know whether they are independent and to be sure 
that all, not only the 'successful* ones, are reported. Kennedy 
(1979) has noted many experiments from which the results of 
multiple analysis were not at all consistent, and one line of 
research in which different analyses were used in different 
studies for the same job but without any explanation. Stokes 
(1978a, b) points out that the large number of analyses reduces 
the value of many published findings. Kennedy also indicated 
the dangers of trying to appraise an entire line of research. 
Honorton (1977) has argued for the effectiveness of using various 
procedures for inducing altered states of consciousness. To 
support his argument he combined the probability values of many 
studies and compared the number that obtained ESP scores 
significant at the . 05 level with the number expected by chance, 
but he did not take into consideration the number of analyses 
carried out in each case. Such a procedure could lead to a 
serious overestimate of overall significance. The problems 
associated with this kind of endeavour have already been noted 
in connection with the attempt to evaluate the overall significance 
of the results reported here.
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Finally, and most nebulous of all, authors may discuss results 
as though they showed signs of ESP when the statistics clearly 
show no significant effects. In general it is very hard to assess 
the magnitude of the problem raised by these possible abuses 
of statistics. I can only point out that they can and do occur 
and may be responsible for some results being attributed to the 
operation of psi when in fact they should properly have been 
attributed to chance.
3. Selection of results.
Any assessment of the overall evidence for ESP depends on the 
sample of results being considered, and that sample is likely to 
be biassed by a number of selective processes. If the sample 
to be considered is published results then selection may occur 
if the experimenter selectively stops his experiment, reports 
only parts of the data, if he writes up only his most 'interesting' 
results, or because of selective publication policies.
Sometimes data for subjects who did not complete the/planned 
number of trials are dropped. Since these subjects may well be 
those who did badly and so became discouraged this may bias 
the remaining results. Optional stopping may also lead to bias 
but is probably rare in modern parapsychology and most 
experimenters report preplanned numbers of sessions, subjects 
and so on. However, other kinds of selection may be more 
common. Many people may carry out exploratory ESP tests and, 
finding no significant results, lack the motivation to write them 
up or to pursue them further. The number of unreported ESP 
experiments carried out is inestimable but is likely to include 
a large number of 'unsuccessful' ones.
Finally there is the problem of publication. Different journals 
have their different policies. The European Journal of Parapsychology 
is alone in advocating the publication of papers on their merit
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without regard to the significance of their results (see note on
publication policy in every issue of EJP). The Journal of Parapsychology,
on the other hand, has always given preference to papers with
positive results. Rhine (1975) has argued that each experiment
is independent of every other and it is therefore unnecessary to
set the positive ones in the context of the negative. He argues
that unlike other sciences parapsychology has little to learn from
its failures. Although I agree with Rhine that the policy of
publishing only abstracts of unsuccessful papers may be quite
sufficient 1 cannot agree with his arguments. Each experiment
may be independent in that its results may be interpreted independently
of all others for some purposes, but this is not so when trying to
assess the value of a whole line of research. Then it is essential
to consider the results of all relevant experiments. In this
exercise we may learn from the negative results.
Similar selection undoubtedly takes place in acceptance of papers 
for conferences. Those with essentially no results to report 
are considered uninteresting for participants (Palmer 1979b) and 
are not likely to be accepted.
In all these ways then, the results which find their way to 
publication are likely to have passed through many stages of 
selection. Whether you think this important depends on your 
point of view. Rhine clearly does not think so, but I disagree.
I believe it is certain that selection contributes to the number of 
positive results published and possible (even though unlikely) that 
the positive results reported as evidence for ESP are no more 
than the chance results thrown up by many similar experiments.
This suggestion cannot go unchallenged and there are three 
distinct arguments against it. Firstly some would argue that 
the significance levels are too extreme for this argument to 
hold. For example Thouless (1972) argued that the ’subatomic'
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value of p reported Ln the Soal-Goldney experiments allows 
one to answer this question. "If due supposed that every 
inhabitant of the globe had done an unsuccessful ESP experiment . 
every month during the last sixty million years, the necessary 
correction that would have to be made for the Soal-Goldney 
series being the selected best of all these experiments, would 
still leave it overwhelmingly significant with odds against its 
chance occurrence of many million.millions to one. " (Thouless 
1972 p 89) But I would argue differently. Clearly this result 
cannot reasonably be attributed to chance. Another explanation 
must be found, but this need not be ESP. It is dangerous to 
stake so much on one experiment when the only conclusion can 
be that chance was not responsible.
Others might argue that the overwhelming number of significant 
findings provides the best defense, but then we must ask just 
how overwhelming is the evidence ? This is almost impossible 
to assess. The best that can be done is to take some sample of 
published works. Choosing any sample is fraught with problems 
but probably the most representative readily available is the 
proceedings of the annual convention of the Parapsychological 
Association, published each year as Research in Parapsychology. 
Stokes (1977,1978a, b) has reviewed these for the years 1975-1977 
and gives the following comments. 1975 " ... well over half of. 
all the studies presented at the convention reported nonsignificant 
results, at least in their primary analyses" (p 53). 1976 "Only
a minority of the papers presented results that were clearly 
significant" (p 70). 1977 "Of the fifteen papers which reported
the results of empirical research, about half reported significant 
results. The significance of approximately half of these studies 
is, however, questionnable when one considers the number of 
statistical analyses performed on the data. " (p 315). I have chosen 
to quote these, knowing they present only one person's view of 
the overall picture, but as an indication that the problem of
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selection may be quite real given the relatively small number of 
studies which typically provide significant findings.
Finally, there is a third argument against the importance of 
selection. Sargent (1979') has argued that selection cannot 
account for the consistency of recent findings in parapsychology.
He surveyed several common findings and showed that, although 
replicability is not typically high, there is consistency in the 
direction of the results. For example sheep almost always score 
higher th?n goats, relaxation procedures increase, not decrease 
scoring, and correlations between ESP and imagery scores are 
nearly always positive. In fact he gave correlations between 
ESP and memory scores as the only counter example where the 
trend is not consistent. This argument is interesting but invalid. 
For the first three examples there are simple theoretical reasons 
and precedents for expecting results in one direction. In the 
case of memory, as we have seen, the predictions are more 
complex. It is only necessary to assume that experimenters 
are more likely to persevere with, write up, and publish those 
results which confirm their expectations or fit their theories to 
explain these findings in terms of selection.
All these arguments could be assessed more fairly if it were 
possible to estimate the size of any effect of selection. Lane 
and Dunlap (1978) have estimated the bias produced in reported 
results of psychology experiments bv the significance criterion 
in editorial decision, hut they do not consider the case in which 
the true value is zero. Brown (1979) has estimated this assuming 
that only results significant at the . 05 level or better are reported. 
However, it is impossible to apply these estimates to the entire 
evidence for ESP for we can neither assume a definite criterion 
in publication policy, nor assess the mean significance level 
obtained. The size of any effect must therefore remain guesswork.
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Although it is impossible to estimate the size of any bias due to 
selection of results, it must be agreed that it does inflate the 
number of positive results reported and may even influence 
the direction of reported findings. Cf course selection is 
unlikely, alone, to provide an alternative explanation to ESP, 
but in assessing the evidence it must not be ignored.
4. Fraud
Finally we come to the most contentious issue of all. Are the 
positive results of some ESP experiments due to fraud, either 
by the subjects or the experimenter ? Clearly the answer is 
’yes© What is not so clear is the extent or importance of 
fraud in parapsychology.
Fraud may be seen as one extreme of the continuum which 
starts with carelessness or unintentional bias and ends with 
deliberate falsification, all of which, it seems, occur in 
many areas of science. New Scientist recently published a 
questionnaire asking respondents about any cases of ’intentional 
bias’ they were acquainted with (St James-Roberts 1976a, b).
The results seemed to show large amounts of reported ’data 
massage’ and rather less of rigging experiments, complete 
fabrication of experiment and data, and deliberate misinterpretation. 
The sample used in this survey was admittedly heavily biassed 
and it is difficult to generalise from the findings. However, 
there have been several exposures of deliberate fraud in recent 
years, some of which seem almost unbelievable. For example 
Gullis, a biochemist, published several papers on levels of 
cyclic GMP in neuroblastoma cells. After lie left the laboratory 
and colleagues failed to replicate his findings he was asked to 
return to repeat the experiments under supervision. When he 
failed to replicate the results he admitted having invented the 
results of all the earlier experiments (Hamprecht 1977) and 
wrote a statement to that effect (Gullis 1977).
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Perhaps more shocking to most people was the disclosure that 
Sir Cyril Burt also fabricated his data (Dorfman 1978). A 
detailed analysis of data from his classic research on intelligence 
and social mobility revealed "beyond reasonable doubt', that 
he had fabricated the results from theoretical curves and had 
not actually carried out all the tests he reported. Most 
disturbing in this case is that the conclusions he drew from 
these results have been widely applied in education ever since.
These few examples show that fraud occurs in other branches 
of science, and even that its less extreme forms may be quite 
common, but this does not help to answer the question at issue 
here, that of how widespread fraud is in parapsychology. 
Generalisations from one area to another may be invalid.
Sargent (1979c) has objected to the generalisations of many 
sceptics who are ready to accept fraud in parapsychology because 
they observe it in their own fields. In a study comparing 16PF 
profiles for parapsychologists and psychologists he found 
three significant differences. Parapsychologists were more radical 
and self-sufficient and scored higher on Factor G, making them 
more conscientious, responsible and concerned about moral 
standards and rules. But if this is intended as evidence that 
parapsychologists are less likely to cheat it needs the support 
of more direct evidence. If cheating is less common in 
parapsychology than in psychology it is still certain that it does 
occur.
Some examples of fraud have already been discussed, such as 
the case of J. Levy who was found to be interfering with the 
output of his recording apparatus in an animal psi experiment 
(Rhine 1974,1975b). More recently a more dramatic case has 
come to light. The results of Soal and Goldney's experiments 
with Basil Shackleton have already been described. They have 
often been considered to form a cornerstone of the traditional
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evidence for the existence of ESP and at the time of their publication 
were hailed as among the best controlled and most decisive 
experiments of their kind. From time to time suggestions have 
been made as to how the results might have been fraudulently 
produced. Price (1.955), in his well known attack on parapsychology, 
argued that ESP is incompatible with natural laws and that he 
would rather believe anything than a violation of natural laws.
Since fraud is commonplace, if an experiment were open to fraud 
we may prefer that explanation to one in terms of ESP. He 
proceeded to analyse Soal's experiments suggesting six ways in 
which the results could fraudulently have been produced, most 
of them requiring two people to be 'in the triclc'.
Although these suggestions were quite unsubstantiated, and not 
even intended as direct accusations, they infuriated many 
parapsychologists. Hansel (1960) then suggested further possibilities 
for cheating, arguing that secondary effects in the data supported 
them. He considered precognitive telepathy an unlikely hypothesis 
compared with that of fraud. This too drew angry letters to the 
Journal of the SPR and Soal protested that Hansel's proposed 
'substitution method' would be practically impossible and suggested 
that he had only produced an 'extraordinary hotch-potch of 
superficially glib assumptions of collusion and fraud' (Soal 1960).
I think many people reading this exchange must have believed, 
quite reasonably, that the critics had at last gone too far and 
discredited themselves with quite unbelievable suggestions.
However, this was soon followed by a more substantial allegation 
by Mrs Gretl Albert, one of Soal's agents, who claimed that 
she had seen Soal altering the record sheets (Soal and Goldney 1960). 
This was apparently never reported at the time because of Soal's 
fear of the critics but soon led to further investigations. Med hurst 
(1971) attempted to refute the allegation by locating the target
332
sequences supposedly taken from tables of logarithms, but 
failed to find them. Scott and Haskell (1974) then provided 
statistical evidence in support of the allegation, suggesting 
that V s  had been turned into 4*s and 5*s. Even this was not 
conclusive and many people still believed that Soal's results 
were genuine (see e.g. Thouless 1974, Beloff 1974).
The most recent investigation, though, seems to provide the 
conclusive evidence previously lacking. Interested in Medhurst’s 
failure to find the target sequences used by Soal, Markwick (1978) 
began another search, hoping to settle the issue. Fortuitously 
she discovered sequences of digits repeated in different sittings. 
This was not in itself suspicious although it indicated that at 
least Soal did not obtain the sequences as he had claimed, but 
in some sequences Markwick found there were extra digits 
inserted and that three out of four of these were hits. Moreover, 
when those hits were removed the results of those particular 
sittings fell to chance expectation. It is not clear from this 
analysis just how Soal managed to insert these hits, nor whether 
he would have needed an accomplice as most previous suggested 
Tricks* required. Nonetheless, it appears convincing evidence 
that, in some sittings at least, data manipulation and not ESP 
accounted for the positive findings.
This evidence shatters, for me, one of the mainstays of the 
traditional evidence for ESP. It is interesting to recall that it 
was this experiment which Thouless chose to use to refute the 
possibility that data selection was responsible for spurious 
evidence for ESP. Many would no doubt argue that this experiment 
is long passed and the evidence for ESP rests not on this kind of 
evidence but on the contemporary research with its diversity and 
consistent findings. Nonetheless this case both shows that 
fraud can and does occur in parapsychology, and raises some 
interesting questions.
333
The evidence for data manipulation would never have been 
discovered if Soal's experiments had not been so widely publicised, 
attracting the earlier allegations of fraud, if Medhurst had not 
then tried to refute these with his fruitless search for the 
target sequences and Markwiclc had not dreamed of him telling 
her to work on a mathematical problem, which led her to the 
work she reports. Markwiclc herself admits that she was 
encouraged to carry out this long and arduous analysis by the 
fact that it was just these experiments which had first awakened 
her enthusiasm for parapsychology. C-ne wonders how many 
other, less well publicised, experiments would yield evidence 
of fraud if subjected to this sort of painstaking analysis.
A second question is that of motivation. Why did Soal find it 
necessary to cheat ? The pressures on him were undoubtedly 
strong. He had spent many years on fruitless experiments and 
then after tedious reanalysis, without benefit of computers or 
calculators, discovered what appeared to be evidence for 
precognition. The desire to prove this valid must have been 
enormous.
But how relevant is this today ? If we are to answer the question 
posed here we must ask whether there are similar pressures 
on today's experimenters to cheat, whether some in fact succumb 
to these pressures and finally whether this makes a significant 
contribution to the evidence for ESP.
The answer to all three questions could be ’yes' although only 
the first can be answered with any certainty. The pressures to 
produce positive results operate in several ways, one of the most 
immediate being publication policies. Reports of insignificant 
findings stand little chance of being published or accepted for 
conferences and attract little interest from peers. More subtle 
effects operate in what could be called a conspiracy of silence.
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In parapsychology today the issue of the existence of psi is rarely 
aired at all. In fact most experimental papers are written with 
the assumption that ESP occurs heavily implicit in them. This is 
encouraged by a publication policy which may reject papers 
stating simply MI didn't get psi" in favour of those which stress the 
implications of their post hoc findings (Akers 1979). Indeed those 
with negative results rarely raise the question of whether there 
may be no such thing as ESP, and even those which come close 
to it (such as that by Wiklund already discussed) do so almost 
apologetically. It appears as an unwritten rule that slight 
deviations from chance, and 'suggestive' findings should be 
discussed as though they must be based on psi, if only it could be 
found.
This silence operates more widely too. If the most important 
recent text book, the Handbook of Parapsychology (Wolman 1.977), 
is taken to represent the state of the art in the late 1970's, it is 
interesting that a quick look at the index reveals no reference 
to Fraud, Delusion, Cheating or Scepticism and there is, in all 
its 903 pages, no discussion of the question of the evidence for 
or against the existence of ESP. If parapsychologists secretly 
doubt the existence of ESP they are certainly encouraged to keep 
quiet about those doubts.
Finally, the issue of the experimenter effect is relevant here too. 
For the consensus appears to be that a 'good' experimenter is 
one who 'gets psi' and a 'bad' experimenter (or if one is being 
more sympathetic, an 'unfortunate'one) is one who does not.
And who wants to be either bad or unfortunate ?
In these ways, then I believe the pressures are just as strong 
on parapsychologists today as they were on Soal 35 years ago.
Of course this tells us nothing about whether or not they succumb 
to these pressures. This second question is far harder to answer.
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The only relevant, if tangential evidence here, is that from 
surveys of fraud or from particular cases already discussed.
This allows one to conclude that fraud can and does occur both 
in parapsychology and other sciences, but it is not possible to 
assess, fairly, how common it is. It is even more difficult 
to estimate whether fraud makes a significant contribution to 
the evidence for the existence of ESP, and this question must 
remain unanswered.
The question of fraud in parapsychology is therefore contentious 
and difficult, but we may draw some conclusions. The important 
work carried out by Soal with Basil Shackleton was almost certainly 
fraudulent. Other examples of fraud have been detected in 
parapsychology but from a tiny fraction of the evidence supporting 
the existence of ESP, and as they stand do little to refute the 
case for it. However, since fraud does occur from time to time 
and the pressures towards it are great it must be fair to conclude 
that some, if only very few, of the findings of parapsychology are 
not genuine. Since it is extremely unlikely that any parapsychologist 
would cheat to produce negative results this factor must be seen 
as contributing some bias towards the publication of positive results.
Before leaving these alternative accounts of the evidence for ESP 
I would like to discuss one last question. If ESP is a fiction 
why should men and women of ability and insight, have devoted 
their time and energy over the course of a hundred years to 
the pursuit of something non-existent ? This may appear to be 
an argument for the existence of ESP, but has attracted ingenious 
answers from many critics. Boring (1955) has likened the 
situation to TLtchener’s *in groups* and, in his introduction to 
Hansel’s critical book (Boring 1966) suggested that only faith in 
a nebulous and unprovable ’something’ keeps their researches 
going. Gibson’s (1979) comparison with Twain’s "Royal Nonesuch" 
has already been discussed. This implies that parapsychologists
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main motivations for continuing are to save face and to get 
something for the time and effort expended. Clearly there are 
many reasons why they might continue, including their prior 
beliefs and experiences, conviction that the evidence demands 
further investigation or the desire to believe there is still a 
mystery in life. Any researcher who fails to find evidence for 
ESP certainly finds himself in a difficult position and may indeed 
find himself tempted either to fabricate results or to continue 
only to justify his previous investment of time and effort. But 
really this argument has no bearing on the question at issue here.
It could apply equally well whether ESP in fact exists or not.
Therefore, the long history of psychical research and parapsychology 
can be used as an argument either for or against the validity of 
its subject matter and the arguments put forward on either side, 
contribute little to either case. Indeed it may even be argued 
that since negative results contribute so little to the case for or 
against ESP, parapsychology's only finding is the length of time 
it has continued without resolution. Since this finding can be 
interpreted either way the arguments of sceptics and believers 
alike on this issue contribute little to the argument under 
consideration here.
Several alternative explanations to the ESP hypothesis have now 
been considered. Individually none of them can account for all 
the evidence for ESP, but that is not the question at issue.
Instead we must ask, does some combination of these or any 
other 'normal' explanation provide a better account of the evidence 
than does the ESP hypothesis ? And this is where the difficulty 
really lies. Some people have no trouble making up their minds. 
Price (1955) would rather believe anything at all than that a 
violation of natural laws should occur. Hansel (1966) would prefer 
an explanation in terms of something familiar and well documented 
like human error or fraud than the inherently improbable ESP, and
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for Boring (1966) the ESP hypothesis can only be supported by 
faith since its definition is negative and its specification non­
existent. On the other hand, for those who have had direct 
personal experience of the paranormal the ESP hypothesis seems 
necessary and far from improbable, especially compared with 
the contortions needed to explain away all the evidence in little 
bits and pieces by other means.
For others, like myself, the decision is not so simple. In trying 
to make a choice I have weighed up various points on either 
side of the scale. The strength of the evidence is almost impossible 
to estimate. On the ESP side the evidence at first sight looks 
impressive, but close inspection reveals a myriad problems, 
those of replicability and the consistency of any findings, of 
selective reporting and other biasses affecting the results, and 
the sheer bulk of the reports which makes any objective survey quite 
out of the question. Then on the other side of the scale the 
evidence for cheating, experimental errors and so on is equally 
hard to assess. The furthest one can go is to say that these 
things occur, but to an unknown extent. Add to this then, the 
question of the a priori probability of either and the weakness 
of the definition of ESP and the scales become truly useless.
It is tempting to throw them away and refuse to make a decision.
What then of the dilemma, on which this discussion began ?
Does the awkward, senseless, and problematic ESP occur, with 
its threat to psychological assumptions and established experimental 
paradigms ? Or can we dismiss all the evidence purporting to 
establish its existence and replace it with a hotch-potch of 'normal' 
counter explanations ? And what of the experiments reported here ? 
Are the negative results to be interpreted as the result of an 
inadequate experimenter, poor experimental design or some other 
factor inhibiting the appearance of ESP ? Cr are they to be seen 
as the natural consequence of collecting large amounts of random 
data in a world without ESP ?
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It might be thought that these results would lead me simply to 
the latter conclusion. But in fact the negative results of one 
person’s research have remarkably little bearing on the overall 
picture, and that overall picture is far from clear. Reluctantly, 
the only answer I can give is that I do not know.
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C H A P T E R  15
WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE ?
It is not simplv cowardice which has prevented me from coming 
to a decision about the existence of ESP. The inconclusive 
experimental evidence, the problems of the definitions in use 
and the inadequacy of current theory seem to make the decision 
impossible, or at least premature. Ultimately, of course, we 
may hope to achieve the basis for a rational choice, but such a 
choice must depend on further research and the important 
question now is which way this research should go.
The two alternatives already discussed lead to fundamentally 
different lines of approach. The first takes the view that ESP 
does occur but we have as yet failed to develop the experimental 
paradigm within which it can be studied. To follow this further 
we must pursue the most promising lines of research currently 
available. One of these is the research inspired by ITonorton’s 
model for psi-conducive states. This includes work with ganzfeld 
stimulation, hypnosis, relaxation and meditation, all of which 
are conducive to internal attention. Other useful research may 
follow from the theories of Stanford and Schmidt. But perhaps 
of most importance will be studies of the experimenter effect.
These may ultimately elucidate the relevant variables controlling 
the appearance or non-appearance of ESP, so leading to the long 
sought repeatability which will make further progress possible. 
Alternatively, of course, they may not.
This question of repeatability must be resolved. Certainly complete 
repeatability is not a prerequisite for experimental progress.
Other sciences progress with only partial repeatability or with 
studies of unique events. However, some kind of reliability is 
necessary. For a traditional scientific endeavour, based on 
theorising, hypothesis testing and prediction, either events must 
be repeatable or partly repeatable, or some sort of consistency 
must be evident in their occurrence. Conceivably studies of the
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experimenter effect may yield this kind of understanding. 
Alternatively some future theory may predict those variables 
which make the occurrence of ESP appear lawful, if not repeatable.
An alternative is that this old style approach may be overthrown 
by a new scientific method which does not depend on consistency, 
prediction and control. It may be that it is only within such a 
new paradigm (in Kuhn's sense, Kuhn 1962) that ESP will begin 
to make sense. It has certainly become fashionable to suggest 
that ESP cannot be incorporated into our current paradigm 
(Tart' 1972, Chari 1974) or that it is a field 'in search of a 
paradigm' (Thalcur 1977). This view provides hope that the future 
may hold the key to understanding psi in some entirely new way. 
But in the future it certainly is. We cannot base our present 
decisions on this hope, but only persevere with those lines of 
theorising or research which look most promising and hope that 
one day the light will dawn.
As for the other approach, one might expect it to have no future 
at all, but I would argue that it might actually lead to very 
productive research, along two different paths. Firstly, the view 
that ESP does not exist has traditionally been thought as untestable 
as the view that it does. As already mentioned, any lack of 
positive scoring on one occasion is no evidence that it does not 
occur on others. However, the former, just like the latter, may 
be indirectly testable. For example estimates of the size of 
the bias introduced by such factors as selection or abuse of 
statistics would be difficult but not impossible to carry out.
In the case of selection appropriate methods have been outlined 
by Lane and Dunlap (1978) and Brown (1979). Perhaps more 
realistically the problem can be approached another way. If 
fraud, errors and so on are not responsible for all the positive 
results in parapsychology then we should expect them to be 
equally distributed across studies reporting both positive and
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negative results. It would be possible to select published examples 
of each and make comparisons on that basis. Roughly equal 
distributions would support the view that these factors are unimportant 
to the evidence for ESP. An excess of errors in the studies with 
positive results would support the sceptics* view.
A similar argument could be applied to surveys of authors. Wolins 
(1962) wrote for data to 37 authors. 32 replied but he only received 
7 sets of usable data and of these three included gross errors.
A similar survey of parapsychologists might produce similarly 
depressing returns, and no particular conclusions could be drawn, 
but a comparison could again be made between authors achieving 
positive and negative results. If it were the authors of positive 
results who were the least willing to return data, or had mislaid 
or lost the most this would support the sceptical view. A balance 
of these defects would indicate that they are not Important to an 
overall assessment of the evidence for ESP. These are just a 
few suggestions as to how research could proceed to test the 
sceptical point of view.
A totally different approach is to take the view that ESP does not 
exist and see where this leads. I would go so far as to suggest 
that parapsychology might be far better off without its current 
notion of ESP. Perhaps experimental ESP as usually studied by 
parapsychology does not occur, and other paranormal phenomena, 
which may or may not occur, would better be given other names 
than the misleading and unhelpful ESP.
Of course this may sound a naive or extreme view and needs 
some justification. In some sense, of course, parapsychology would 
be non-existent without the notion of ESP. Parapsychology is 
defined (Journal of Parapsychology) as "that branch of science 
which deals with psi communication". Obviously if one believes 
there is no psi communication then there can be no parapsychology,
343
so defined. However, there is another side to parapsychology, 
psychical research may be a better term, which is delimited 
more by its traditional subject matter, such subjects as man’s 
survival of physical death, the nature of apparitions, ghosts and 
the like, and such experiences as OBEs. These were the topics 
which inspired the founders of the SPR and which today motivate 
many thinking people to an interest in parapsychology. But what 
they find in parapsychology does not answer their questions.
They learn that all these phenomena are possibly aspects of a 
single psi process which is capable of anything you care to 
attribute to it, can be used, ad hoe, to ’explain’ almost any 
kind of experience or event, and yet which actually rarely occurs 
and cannot be reliably studied. Such people are justifiably 
disappointed by the answers parapsychology has to give.
Instead of this let us imagine a psychical research without psi. 
For a convinced disbeliever in ESP what would be left ? For our 
inquiring persons what answers could be provided ? Let me take 
in turn those issues to which I previously referred.
1. Survival.
The question of whether man survives his physical death is a 
burning and important one for many people and is not answered 
by today’s science or by parapsychology. There has, of course, 
been an enormous amount of research on the question. The 
early psychical researchers found evidence for communication 
with the dead and concluded that it supported the theory of 
survival of the personality. Interestirgly Myers believed that 
evidence for telepathy lent weight to this theory by allowing for 
the analogy between telepathy between the living, and with the 
dead. Instead, it was to do quite the opposite. It was soon 
realised that all of the evidence for survival could be accounted 
for by telepathy or clairvoyance of the living, that is, for those 
who preferred to believe in paranormal communication by the 
living than in survival.
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With the expansion of the notion of ESP to cover a wider variety 
of events the ’Super ESP’ hypothesis (Gauid 1961) began to look 
a powerful alternative to survival, for any supposed evidence 
for survival could alternatively be accounted for by some 
combination of ESP and PK. But that it is not, in fact, powerful 
at all, is evident from the fact that it makes no predictions 
about further evidence, allows no control of ’communication’ with 
the dead and cannot explain such apparently awkward facts as 
that the successful communicating medium cannot, typically, 
get more than an average of 5 guesses right in an ESP card test. 
The Super ESP hypothesis is scientifically vacuous in this context.
Gauld (1961) has argued that it is no more than a Tittle tale’ 
woven around the facts. He argues "We know that telepathy and 
clairvoyance occur, whereas we have no independent evidence for 
the continued existence of deceased persons, and many people 
would think the whole idea of survival so fantastic that any other 
hypothesis, however bizarre, would be preferable. " (p 226-7)
But what if we did not know that telepathy and clairvojrance occur ? 
Of course we cannot know that they do not occur, but we may, as 
I have suggested, believe that they do not.
Of course, we must distinguish here the concept of ESP from the 
evidence for its occurrence. It might be possible to change the 
definition of ESP and proceed with a new definition strictly limiting 
its powers. This might achieve the same end, but does not seem 
possible at the moment. The alternative it seems, is to abolish 
the notion of ESP altogether along with the experimental evidence 
for its occurrence,allowing still that certain events may occur 
which technically fit the current definition of ESP, but which 
might fit some other notion far better.
In this case we could begin afresh to ask the question whether 
man survives. I believe this is potentially a meaningful question 
and one which can be asked independently of a belief in ESP.
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There is a variety of candidates for survival, for example a 
person’s memories, habitual behaviours or personality, his 
consciousness and so on. Any of these may ultimately prove to 
be totally dependent on the body with which they are associated 
and so perish with it, or they may to some extent, or totally, 
survive it. Ways of inve&igating this question readily spring to 
mind. For example, modern research on near death experiences 
(see e. g. Moody 1975) and death-bed experiences (Osis and 
Haraldsson 1977) has investigated reports of experiences occurring 
close to death. With the application of appropriate technology 
and methodology it would be possible to determine whether these 
experiences, and the memory of them, were dependent upon an 
active brain, or occurred when the brain was already degenerating. 
The question of the dependence of consciousness and memory 
upon brain processes could of course be investigated in other 
situations and still have relevance to survival. Many of the 
theories discussed earlier depended upon the idea of a store of 
memories independent of the brain. If such a store exists then 
this implies some kind of survival. Research on the physiological 
basis of memory storage is relevant here. Occult theories 
involving subtle bodies and the like might also play their role.
If they could be formulated so that the entities concerned were 
well defined I would suggest that whatever bizarre ideas were 
involved they would be more readily testable if the vacuous concept 
of ESP were not allowed to intrude.
Of course, I am trying only to erase the term ESP, with its 
negative definition and unlimited powers. Events which, by 
definition, are paranormal may well occur and it would be 
going too far to claim that they could not. I am arguing only 
that such events, though technically ESP, may far more usefully 
be described as something else. Of course it would be very 
difficult after all this time simply to abolish well used concepts, 
some might say foolhardy. It would also be difficult to prevent
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new hypotheses from widening and degenerating into the same 
all-encompassing status as the current notion of ESP. And yet 
I hope that without ESP we might be able to begin the search 
for evidence for survival afresh, bringing up more limited and 
more testable hypotheses with which to account for the findings.
2. Apparitions and ghosts.
The same argument may be put to the question of apparitions and 
ghosts. If recourse to ESP were forbidden the possible theories 
would be helpfully reduced. They may include deception and 
error, hallucination, subtle bodies and various types of survival 
hypothesis but all of them, I would suggest, become more testable 
in the absence of the notion of ESP.
3. Out-of-the-body experiences.
I have a particular interest in OBEs. This experience is surprisingly 
common (estimates of its occurrence vary from 14 % to 27 % of 
respondents asked (see e.g. Hart 1954, Green 1967, Palmer and 
Dennis 1975) and being common it is frequently the event which 
brings people to an interest in the paranormal. Contemporary 
research on the OBE has largely concentrated on attempts 
to distinguish between two rival hypotheses, namely the ecsomatic 
hypothesis, or the hypothesis that something leaves the physical 
body and travels to a remote location, and the ’imagination plus 
ESP’ hypothesis (see e.g. Osis 1973,1975, Morris et al 1978).
I have tried to argue elsewhere (Blackmore 1978) that these two 
cannot be distinguished by experiment because the ESP hypothesis 
is itself so broad that it can encompass any discovered or' 
proposed events. Thus no other hypothesis can be distixiguished 
from it. Of course if ESP were found to be limited in some way 
this problem would disappear, though no such limitations have 
been found in a hundred years. But it would also disappear 
were there no such thing as ESP. The non-explanatory ’imagination 
plus ESP’ hypothesis would evaporate and alternatives, in its 
absence, could be tested. There are many alternatives, for 
example Osis (1973) has defined two, Tart (1978) five, but I
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would include among the most promising (a) that there is some 
other body which leaves the physical, (b) that the experience 
consists of mental travel in a mental or astral war Id, the shared 
nature of which gives rise to the paranormal occurrences, and 
(c) that it is a purely psychological phenomenon with no paranormal 
content. I have discussed elsewhere (Blaclcmore 1979) the reasons 
why T. prefer to reject explanations of the first type, preferring 
the second, but the important point here is that if one admits 
the notion of ESP none of these theories is testable, whereas 
without it they lead to straightforward predictions and present 
questions which I believe could be answered by experiment.
Again, if paranormal occurrences were found to be associated 
with OBEs they would, by definition, be psi, but theorising about 
them and experimenting with them would proceed far more easily 
within a different framework and without reference to psi.
Thus, far from leading to a stagnation for parapsychology, or 
an abandonment of it altogether, I believe the ’sceptic’s' view 
may actually prove to be the most productive in the long run.
I really do want to know whether we survive our physical demise.
I really do want to know what happens in an OBE, and yet I do 
not believe that a continuation of present parapsychology can 
provide the answers. The prospect of a parapsychological 
framework within which these questions can be meaningfully 
explored is exciting indeed. So is the idea that there may be a 
future for the sceptic.
Of course I hesitate to suggest that this is the only future route 
for parapsychology. I discussed both possibilities, that ESP does 
or does not occur and I think both views lead to possible progress 
in research. Most important is that we cannot, at this stage, 
rationally decide between them and therefore we must pursue 
that research until such time as we can.
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C H A P T E R  16
CONCLUSION
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I began the research reported here with the view that para­
psychology needed a theoretical structure and that it might be 
possible, by comparing ESP with the processes of memory and 
perception, to integrate it into cognitive psychology. Neither 
the theoretical explorations nor the experiments carried out 
confirmed this view. Theoretically ESP seemed quite 
irreconcilable with cognitive psychology, raising the dilemma 
that there exists plenty of evidence for something apparently 
nonsensical.
The experimental work did not resolve this dilemma. The results 
neither threw any light on the hypotheses put forward, nor 
provided any evidence for ESP. Two conclusions seemed possible, 
one that the results were negative because of some failing in 
the experimenter, the situation or whatever, the other that ESP 
does not, in any case, exist. Neither theoretical speculation nor 
the results themselves allowed a decision to be made rationally 
between these two alternatives.
They may appear incompatible, and indeed lead to very different 
programmes of research. The one leads to perseverance with 
current methods, with searching for the relevant variables 
and conditions for ESP to occur. The other leads to a very 
different kind of parapsychology. I have argued that if, in 
disbelieving in ESP, we were to throw out the current concept of 
ESP then research in other areas of psychical research, far from 
being abandonned, could proceed unhindered by its negative 
definition and all-embracing qualities.
What then of the original dilemma ? According to the first 
viewpoint it remains as opaque as ever. ESP still appears 
problematic, but we may hope future research may resolve it. 
According to the second approach the dilemma disappears, for 
that which appeared so difficult may not after all exist.
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a p p e n d i c e s
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Responses
A B C D E F G H I
Targets A 1 0 13 15 1 0 5 8 5 14 9
B 9 8 1 1 9 15 7 1 1 1 2 7
C 1 2 6 5 1 0 8 1 2 7 16 13
D 5 7 8 8 1 6 15 8 9 13
E 1 1 * 5 1 2 5 1 2 6 14 16 8
F 9 5 1 0 1 0 5 7 1 2 14 17
G 9 2 2 1 2 6 1 1 6 6 1 1 6
H 2 30 9 1 2 17 8 13 8 1 0
I 17 8 5 6 1 0 1 0 13 4 6
Totals 84 84 87 76 99 79 89 104 99
Frequency of response to each target, pooled for 89 Ss on 9 trials. 
APPENDIX 2 Results. Experiment 1. (6:1)
Responses 
A B C D E F G H I
Targets A 42 33 41 33 35 32 43 37 40
B 42 52 35 44 36 33 43 26 25
C 30 35 49 39 36 4.0 32 37 38
D 51 32 34 36 37 36 39 37 34
E 48 35 28 35 32 35 40 39 44
F 33 38 46 37 44 42 35 30 36
G 32 43 47 44 35 32 37 30 36
PI 42 40 29 37 33 41 34 40 40
I 27 45 46 44 42 38 34 30 30
Totals 347 352 355 349 330 329 337 306 318
Frequency of response to each target, pooled for 84 Ss for 4 runs
APPENDIX 3 Results. Experiment 2. (6:2)
3024
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APPENDIX 5 Target Words. Experiment G (6:4) 
Type 1 T ype 2 Type 3
LOVE HATE LIVE
FORK KNIFE FORT
SUN MOON SUM
CUP SAUCER CAP
WIFE HUSBAND WIRE
BLACK WHITE SLACK
HORSE CART HOUSE
HELL HEAVEN HALL
RIGHT WRONG BRIGHT
BIG SMALL FIG
CHAIR TABLE HAIR
CAT DOG CAR
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APPENDIX 6
Complete set of targets. Experiments 1< and 16 (7:1, 7:2)
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APPENDIX 7 Words used in experiment 5 (a and b) (7:3, 7:4)
Ss were given the complete list as below. On each trial one of the 
words on the right was randomly chosen as target. Alternate 
trails were ’learned* or ’unlearned*. The agent was given the 
word on the left paired with the correct word from those on the
r ight.
1. VASE _ PLANT BENCH FIRE SUN FRUIT
n PEN - TABLE CAGE GAS BOX CARPET
3. TAP - WALL APPLE BOOK HOTEL COW
4. SKIRT - DOG ARMY STICK BULL COIN
5. RIVER - CARD FOOT LOG HORSE CUP
6. HEDGE - RAIN MILK SHEEP MOON HAND
7. LAMP - MAP STRING SHOP LAMB TOWN
8. TREE - MEAT GLASS SEA MEDAL HEAD
9. SAIL - GUN SHIP NOTE HANDLE EGG
10. GIRL - EYE LETTER BOTTLE NUT CAR
11. BANK - BIRD WAVE BUTTER WOOD BEER
12. WATER - GOLD BUSH FAR SWORD TR AIN
13. INK - BOAT GARDEN CHAIR HAT BONE
14. CHURCH - BED RULER COAT BRICK LAKE
15. ROAD - FLOOR CAT DRESS BREAD HILL
16. BAR - SHOE PLATE PAPER TEA THUMB
17. CLIP - KNIFE WATCH BAG FILM BUS
18; CHILD - FORK KEY TAPE CLOWN MEAL
19. SILK - JAR SPOON FIELD DOOR SHEET
20. CITY - SOCIC POT SEAT HOUSE RUG
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APPENDIX 8 Target words Experiment 6 (7:5)
Run 1
FI F l 11 11
animal book advantage attitude alligator accordion adversity abdication
car child charm fault bagpipe basement bereavement betrayal
baby engine happiness glory doorman footwear equity distraction
factory girl joy interest hairpin hurdle fantasy hypothesis
gold meat hour method icebox leggings heredity exertion
palace hotel mind pride lemonade mosquito increment perjury
potato soil situat ion strength nun sheepskin perception sobriety
wheat valley truth virtue tweezers wigwam temerity upkeep
Run 2
apple pupil effort soul amplifier ambulance animosity heroism
blood sea theory victory fjord blister eccentricity allegory
child wine love pleas ure hardwood hurricane essence disclosure
hospital grass opinion heaven kerchief flask functionary phantom
library village power life pianist nutmeg impropriety rating
newspaper chmrsafety moral scorpion spinach interim elaboration
seat magazine, time development '-yacht. sunburn satire violation
vegetable person justice passion timepiece whale vigilance unification
Run 3
lake railroad 
ship troops 
street .':*urch 
garden stone 
metal temple 
paper horse 
bird mother 
dust window
Run 4
advice anger chance fate
devil duty expression honour
freedom fun glory development.
mind knowledge idea knowledge 
moment thought passion shame
necessity life quality spirit
trouble interest strength effort
instance opportunity love hope
misconception agility 
supplication distraction 
unreality abberation 
prestige distraction 
hierarchy forethought 
figment unification 
emancipation outcome 
banality wistfulness
arm shoes 
camp sugar 
body vessel glory honour
letter furniture idea hope 
mountain :nail passion shame
pipe plant quality spirit
toman beast strength love
chance development medallion sudr spree adversity 
expression fate vestibule headlight pacifism blasphemy
revolver honeycomb irony boredom 
leopard guardhouse chaos immunity 
goblet icebox insolence equity
flask shotgun mastery gaiety
glacier utensil exactitude exertion
keg disclosure obsessionstar factory knowledge effort trellis
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APPENDIX 9 Target words Experiment J (7:6)
APPLE CHARM FLESH PENIS
ANGER CREED FLOOD PLANT
BEAST DEATH GHOST POWER
BIRTH DEVIL GLORY PRIDE
BLOOD DRESS GREED RIVER
BOOZE DRINK HORSE SCREW
BOSOM EARTH IRONY SHAME
BRAIN FAULT METAL SLUSH
CHAIR FJORD MONEY SPERM
CHAOS ' FLASK MORAL SPREE
APPENDIX 10 Results. Experiment J (7:6)
Number of times word was :-
WORD TARGET HIT
APPLE 9 3
ANGER 7 0
BEAST 8 1
BIRTH 8 2
BLOOD 9 3
BOOZE 9 0
BOSOM 7 1
BRAIN 10 2
CHAIR 6 2
CHAOS 8 3
CHARM 8 1
CREED 10 0
DEATH 10 3
DEVIL 8 2
DRESS 7 I.
DRINK 8 1
EARTH 8 3
RECALLED
16
5
13
3
19
24
28
8
13
1
5
7
12
18
5
13
5
STORE
SUGAR
TABLE
TRUTH
WATER
WHALE
WHEAT
WHORE
WOMAN
YACHT
CHOSEN
12
6
10
12
13
7 
6
9
10
8 
8 
2
9 
11 
4
10
14
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11
9
6
1C
6
1C
8
6
8
7
7
11
5
1
7
11
8
6
8
6
13
4
5
8
10
n
ii
5
5
6
8
8
10
Number of times word was
M3GET HIT RECA
9 2 2
9 2 19
8 I 1
9 3 11
9 0 7
9 2 13
7 2 7
8 2 5
8 2 15
9 1. 8
8 1 9
10 2 8
7 2 7
8 0 31
10 1 8
10 3 6
7 1 3
8 2 10
6 2 18
8 1 2
7 1 6
9 0 31
7 0 6
10 1 1
9 3 9
9 3 13
7 3 3
8 1 11
7 1 18
6 1 7
7 3 27
9 0 26
7 1
78
15
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APPENDIX 11. Questionnaire. Experiment 9 (9:3)
Name ........................
Please underline the appropriate answer to each question.
1. Do you have out-of-the-body experiences
1. At will 2. Often 3. Occasionally 4. Once ever 5. Never
2. Do you have lucid dreams :-
1. Often 2. Occasionally 3. Never
3. Do you have any kind of psychic experience
1. Often 2. Occasionally 3. Never
Please give details on the back of the page if you wish.
4. Do you experience the sense of "deja vu"
1. Often 2. Occasionally 3. Never
5. Do you have apparently precognitive dreams :-
1. Often 2. Occasionally 3. Never
6. Have you seen a ghost :-
1. Often 2. Occasionally 3. Never
7. Do you read psi-related articels and books (excluding those you have
read for this course)
1. Often 2. Occasionally 3. Never
8. Do you believe in ESP ?
1. Definitely 2. Don’t know 3. Definitely not
9. Do you remember your dreams :-
1. Almost every night 2. Often (more than once a week)
3. Sometimes 4. Rarely 5. Never
10. How far back does your earliest memory go ? Were you aged
1. Less than 2 yrs 2. 2-3 yrs 3. 3-4 yrs 4. 4-5 yrs 5. Over 5 yrs
11. Do you consider your memory to be :-
1. Very good 2. Above average 3. Average 4. Below average
5. Very bad
12. Have you experienced altered states of conscious ness :- 
1. Often 2. Occasionally 3. Never
Were these induced by
1. Drugs 2. Meditation 3. Spontaneous 4. Other 
Please give details if relevant.
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APPEN D IX  12. L a y o u t o f ro o m . Y M C A  P layg roup .
E x p e r im e n ts  L  (10 :3 ) and M  (10 :4)
APPENDIX 13. Layout of rooms. Stoughton Playgroup. 
Experiment M (10:4)
APPEN D IX 14. T a rg e t  and re sp o n se  p ic tu re s . E x p e r im e n t M  (10 :4)
Tree Cat Horse House Fish
(Pussy cat)
Flower Cup Bird Apple Boat
(Cup of tea)
Set of 10 response pictures
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Cat
Cat
Tiger
’ s
Fish Apple Bird Flower
Fish Apple Bird Flower
Ball Balloons Aeroplane Glass
(Drink)
House Tree Boat
House Tree Boat
Box of Lollipop Kite
bricks
Set of 30 target pictures
Cup Horse
Cup Horse
Orange Donkey 
£>n a plate)
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APPENDIX 15 A g e n t's  and s u b je c t ’ s q u e s tio n n a ire s . E x p e r im e n t 15 (11 :2)
EXjLi.ImJ.NT 15 GANZFELD
A g e n t r e c o r d  Sheet
NAME  ^#_ DATE ........
GEL, SI OF 1-lUMi L'l;COURSE
POOL .........................     J'A R O T  ...........
Please note below any particular associations you have to the target picture, 
anything which keeps recuriing ac you look at the picture, or any poweriul 
extraneous thoughts you Iinvt. Pleat e use the other side of the sheet if
necessaryi
ytf ter the tension ii- ovex ploaoe complete the following1 5 —
How relaxed wore you during the session ? (Underline the appropriate number)
completely relaxed 1 2 5 4
please rate the imagery which mis an:
r ting scale, foi each of the follow:
< r M c 2 o 2 3 • 4
2. Aucitoiy 1 2 5 4
3. Touch 1 2 3 4
. 1 Ik. tl 1 OCL 3 4
^ , Smell 1 o 3 4
HA s'- Vli- .if. FOR T .s.li G 5 ATiT
5 6 7 Very tense
j a.ted w ith the target using the familiar 
types of imagery.
5 6 7  Perfectly clear and vivid 
as the actual experience
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
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EXFEBIM1S1T 15 GANZFELD
QUESTIONNAIRE
Please answer the following questions by ringing the number which you think 
most closely applies. For example, if you thought that the answer was 
slightly more like that on the left than on the right then you would ring 
the number 5 and so on,
1 . Was yuui mentation curing the ganzfeld session largely in the* fo'rm of 
images or logical, rational thought ?
Images 1 2 5 4 5 6 7 Logical thought
2. Lid the images you had 
effort to produce them ?
come spontaneously or did you have to make an
Spontaneous 1 2 5 4 5 6 7 With effort
3 . Using the rating scale 
following types of images t
you are already familiar with 
ls you experienced them in the
please rate the 
ganzf e3Ld.
Visual Completely 
clear and 
Auditory vivid
1 2 
1 2
5
5
4
4
5 6 
5 6
7
7
None
Touch 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Taste 1 2 5 4 5 6 7
Smell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Row did your imagery in the ganzfeld compare with the- imagery you can 
norma Lly have ?
Much moi'G vivid '1 2 5 4 5 6 7 Much less vivid than
than normal normal
5. How physically rolaxc-d did you feel during the session ?
Completely relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Very tense
£ , How. picasaiil did you find thiB1 exp'oi'ionce ?
Extremely pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  Extremely unpleasant
How successful do you think the ganzfeld was in altering your state of 
consciousness ?
Very successful 1 2 3 4  5 6 7  Very unsuccessful
8, How conscious were you of your body during the session ?
Mo awareness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Full* awareness of body
of body
9. Did your body feel quite normal during the session or did you experience 
changes such as feeling heavier, lighter, a diiicrcnt shape etc ?
l’ody felt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Extreme changes in
quite normal 'body image'
10. Did you ever feel that your conscious self was separated from your* 
physical body during the session T
Complete separation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 No sense- of separation
from physical body 4ronJ< body
: o you have- any comments on the experience ? V;as it at; you expeetc-d ?
Any suggestions for improving it ?
MANY TKAlVi.S FOR T=-bl?G PART
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APPEN D IX  16.
1. R A TIN G S
Results. Experiment T I  (12:2) 
Reading
T P Y R M N Q W X Z
Hh £
O O 
bJD »
S O 
d  x
H 02 
C 5h cU CD 
(D
S  o
<4—to
In(D■M■M
a)r-H
"O bD
9  ficd .fi 
"O *_) cd 
O 0 
0 
• P—j
*9 £
CQ o
A T 4 2 1 1 5 4 4 5 4 3 3. 2 6
B P 2 5 1 4 3 5 1 3 6 1 2.9 6
C Y 4 1 6 2 3 6 3 5 5 1 4. 0 6
D R 2 3 4 1 4 3 5 3 3 3 3.3 4
E M 4 4 1 2 3 5 1 4 5 1 3.0 6
F N 2 4 1 5 3 6. 4 4 2 4 3.2 7
G Q 1 5 3 6 1 3 4 2 1 2 2.7 6
PI w 2 2 4 5 3 3 4 3, 6 4 3.7 6
I X 4 2 5 2 1 4 4 4 ± 2 3. 1 4
I s 2 1 1 6 5 5 5 3 2 2_ 3.3 6
Means 4. 1 3. 2 5.7
2. RANKS
o
5h
0
4-J
0
bJO
■§ .sW rQ 
4_> ^
a
0 *1 )
■§ ^ ca o
Reading
T P Y R M N n< W X Z
A T i 8 10 9 1 3 6 2 5 7
B P 4 3. 10 5 7 2 8 6 1 9
C Y 5 10 J_ 8 6 4 7 3 2 9
D R 10 7 2 5. 3 8 1 9 4 6
E M 4 5 9 7 6 1 8 3 2 10
F N 9 5 10 2 7 i 4 6 8 3
G Q 9 2 4 1 8 5 3^ 6 10 7
H w 10 9 5 2 8 6 3 7 1 4
1 X 3 8 1 9 10 4 6 5 2 7
J s 8 9 10 1 3 4 2 5 7 6
Mean
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APPENDIX 17. R e s u lts . E x p e r im e n t T 2 . (12 :3)
1. R ATIN G S
O
5h
0
<->
0
bo
12 fi ficd "Oj i cd
t> V
0 fe
‘t f
€  I
00 O
'S ' 
o  o
£  °  w X cd ^
S ”fi 0
bJD
fi
T3cd
0
fi
q-*
O >-> fi bfi cd 
fi fi
X Q S W Z R Y V U T
t f
s  s 5  *o
A X 2 4 3 4 4 1 2 3 5 2 3 . 1 6
B Q 1 .6 2 3 5 1 5 4 4 2 3 .  0 6
C s 2 4 4_ 3 6 1 3 1 6 2 3 .  1 5
D w 2 7 2 £ 1 5 2 3 2 3 3 . 0 5
E z 4 5 3 5 1 1 2 1 4 5 3 . 3 7
F R 4 2 4 5 3 3 , 4 3 3 5 3 . 7 5
G Y 3 5 1 4 3 1 2 3 5 3 3 .  1 4
H V 4 4 3 5 2 2 2 1 3 4 3 .  2 5
I U 4 4 3 3 1 3 4 4 4 4
3 . 3 5
J T 2 2 5 3 5 3 5 1 3 3 3 .  2
6
M e a n s 3 .  3 3 .  2 5 . 4
2 .  R A N K S
R e a d i n g
M—I
o
fi
0
£  . bJO
c  . 5  cd ro
s  0
0 5-1
rQ fi
X Q S W Z R Y V U T
A X 9 2 5 4 3 10 7 6 1 8
B Q 10 1 6 7 3 9 2 4 5 8
C s 7 3 4 5 2 10 6 9 1 8
D w 8 1 4 3 10 2 9 7 5 6
E z 4 3 6 1 9 8 7 10 5 2
F R 4 10 5 2 7 9 3 6 8 1
G Y 7 1 9 3 5 10 8 6 2 4
H V 5 3 7 1 8 9 10 2 6 4
I u 1 4 9 6 10 8 5 2 3 7
J T 9 8 1 7 3 6 2 10 5 4
M ean 5 .2
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APPENDIX 18.
1. R ATIN G S
M-)
O
u
04-J
i~>
0
bO
'S  e
Ctf T3 
j_ j cd
o  «> 
0  H
3? £
f t  £  
C/3 O
Results. Experiment T3 (12:4) 
Reading
(L | G
o
bO °.
B  o
2 ^
c  “  cd ^  
0 22
Q N M L P 0 T R S U ^  o
A Q 3 3 2 3 3 2 4 2 1 1 2.4
B N 4 2 4 2 5 4 4 6 5 3 3.9
C M 4 1 4 3 3 2 4 4 1 5 3.1
D L 2 1 2 2_ 3 2 2 2 1 1 1. 8
E P 3 4 4 4 £ 2 5 5 3 5 3.9
F 0 4 2 6 3 5 2_ 5 6 1 2 3.6
G T 2 4 5 3 3 2 5 3 4 6 3.7
H R 2 3 5 2 5 3 4 4 3 4 3.5
I S -
J u 2 3 3 4 5 4 2 1 5 5 3.4
Means 3. 4 3.3
2. RANKS
Reading
Q N M L P O T R S U
A Q 5 3 6 2 4 7 1 8 9 10
B N 4 10 6 9 3 7 5 1 2 8
C M 2 10 3 6 7 8 5 4 9 1
D L 5 10 4 7 1 2 3 6 8 9
E P 9 6 4 5 7 10 3 1 8 2
F 0 4 10 1 6 5 7_ 3 2 9 8
G T 8 7 4 10 3 9 J_ 5 6 2
H R 10 7 1 9 2 8 4 3 6 5
o  0  ~
Q J H i s  - - - - - - - - -•r-j *• ^
rQ G
S g j U  8 7 6 4 1 5 9  10 3 2 _
M ean 5 . 0 ,
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